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PREFACE. 



The " Outline" with which this discussion com- 
mences is the original sketch which I had before 
me while preaching at Mr. Lester's, Wednesday 
evening, Nov. 15, 1847. It was prepared in haste, 
and as the frame-work of a sermon of two hours 
length, is necessarily very incomplete. In some 
instances, there may be to the reader an apparent 
want of explicitness in the phraseology of its main 
arguments, where all was plain to me. 

In my second sermon of this discussion, 1 have 
observed the general arrangement of this "Outline," 
but have changed the phraseology of its main argu- 
ments, whenever it has seemed to me to be neces- 
sary, in order to render their direct bearing on the 
question at issue more obvious, and it could be 
done without affecting their essential sentiments. 

A. LATHAM. 



DISCOURSE. 



OUfLINE. 

T£XT.-^oftm5: S8, S9; Martsl hot at this: rot ths aomi it coMiirOi iir ths 

WBICH ALL that AM IK THS OR4TSt tBAlX RSAR Hit TOIOI, 

AkD iHAlX COMB rOKTH J TBBT THAT MATJB DOWS GOOD, VKTO THB RSiVKSXCVOfl 
OF UFS : AKO THBT THAT HATB DOVa STIL, UKTO THS BXtUEEBOTIOIT OF DAMHATIOR. 

PROPOSITION. — There will be punishment after 

THE RESURRECTION. 

Here I will premise : — 

1. That Universalists admit that there i3 to be a gener- 
al resurrection of the dead. ' 

2. That they admit that there is to be, at that time, a 
" bodily" coming of Christ. 

3. It will not be denied that some resurrection is 
brought to view in the text. 

4. It will not be denied that there will be punishment 
after it. 

The great question then is, IS THE RESURREC- 
TION HERE BROUGHT TO VIEW THE LITEBr 
AL RESURRECTION? 

That it is I argue, 

I. Frov tqc fact that it appears but ak exten- 
sion OF the resurrection brought to YISW IN YJSRdE 



21, 26. This will probably be allowed. But was that 
a resurrection of bodies, or was it a spiritual resurrec- 
tion ? The former. Proof : 

(1.) The term "dead," it is to be taken for granted, 
means that, till the contrary is made to appear. 

(2.) It was spoken of as a greater act than healing a 
man who had been a cripple thirty-eight years. See 
verse 20. 

(3.) It was a work which was to be visible to them, as 
the former was. 

(4.) It was according to fact. Note the daughter of 
Jairus, the son of the widow of Nain, and Lazarus. 

II. From the force of the term ^' graves." 

(1.) It is the term used in the Septuagint, in Gen. 23; 
also, Gen. 35 : 30 ; [mnemeiois.] 

(2.) It is used in John 11 : 17; [mnemeio.] 11 : 37; 
12: 17; Mark 6: 6; Matt. 8: 28. 23: 29. 

III. It can mean nothing else, 

1. Not a spiritual resurrection ; that would involve 
the following absurdities : 

(1.) That some do good, and of course are righteous, 
while dead and buried in sin. 

(2.) That some are made alive to God and holiness, to 
be damned. 

2. Not a civil or political resurrection. 

(1.) Such a resurrection the Jews never saw. 
(2.) If they did, the declaration was in no way limited 
to the Jews. 

IV. The Savior would not have used such lan- 
guage, IF HE had been opposed TO THE DOCTRINE OF 

FUTURE PUNISHMENT. 

(1.) It would be easily perverted. 
(2.) Palling in with the general belief, as it did, it 
would naturally be perverted. 






Y. Those who are claimed as Universalists in 

THE PRIMITIVE CHURCH BELIEVED IN PUNISHMENT AFTER 
THE RESURRECTION. 

See " Sybylline Oracles," pp. 62, 3, 4, 6. 

Origin, pp. 86, 98. His learning, p. 86. [The paging 
refers to the " Ancient History of Universalism," by Ho- 
sea Ballon 2nd.] 



PREFACE. 

It may be well to give a brief outline of the origin 
of the present discourse: Bro. Lester attended a 
meeting held at the house of Mr. Randall, at which 
time Bro. Latham preached. After the sermon, Bro. 
Lester was asked by one of the hearers how he liked 
the discourse; to which he replied, "Very well, so far 
as he preached Bibleism.^^ Bro. Latham then com- 
menced conversation with him ; but as his neighbor 
Randall forbid all discussion upon the doctrine of 
Universalism in his house, he was obliged to stop. 
Bro. Lester being a man who, in a practical point, 
strongly favors the liberty of speech, invited Bro. 
Latham to preach upon the subject of punishment 
after the literal resurrection, or beyond the time of 
Christ's delivering up the kingdom to God the Fa- 
ther. Bro. Latham consented, and selected, the 
same evening, as a text, John 5: 28, 29. He 
preached the discourse at the above named place, 
Nov. 16, 1847. This reply, by request, followed 
Nov. 16, and was therefore very hurriedly prepared. 

J. M. COOK. 



JB. 



DISCOURSE. 



TEXT.— JoAmS: 28, S9j Mabtzl kot at tHii: fok thx aouft it cohirg, iir tHI 

WHICH ALL THAT AKB Iff THB OBATEI SHALL HBAB HII TOICZ| AlTD SHALL COtCB 
FOBTH ; THBT THAT HATB DONB GOOD, UITTO THE BESURBXCTIOir OF LIFB : AND THBT 
THAT HATB OOKB BVIL, UITTO THB BBIURRBOTlOK OF DAXirATIOIT« 

As introductory, after stating the origin and object of 
the meeting, my brother remarked that it was not his 
work to discuss the subject merely for the sake of con- 
troversy. This is right. No man should thus speak up- 
on the great doctrines of revealed religion. All discussion 
should be founded upon a desire to elicit, expound, and 
simplify truth. All great doctrines iu science and theol- 
ogy, that have gained any popularity in the world, have 
passed the ordeal of discussion. The only hope of final 
success, which the advocates of the various reforms of the 
present day cherish, is, that they may prevail upon the 
people to hear discussed the great reform questions. Dis- 
cussion, conducted in a proper msmner, and in a liberal. 
Christian spirit, is necessary, and should be encouraged. 
I have long wondered why theologians, those who pro- 
fess to believe and understand the truths of Christianity, 
manifest such a decided dread of free and open discussion. 
Why fear to bring truth into close, and even sharp con- 
tact with error ? It cannot be injured — it cannot be de- 
stroyed — it is imperishable reality ! The light of truth 
may be obscured for a while by the mists of error — ^it may 
be "crushed to earth," but it "will rise again; the eter- 

2 
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nal years of God are hers." And when it does rise- 
when those clouds which have hid its light and glory 
from the soul, have passed away, its rays will fall upon 
the mind with additional splendor and power. The na- 
ture of truth is progressive ; it must and will prevail. 

It certainly shows a want of confidence in any theory 
of religious faith, to shrink from discussion — to manifest 
an unwillingness to have its fundamental doctrines tested 
by arguments drawn from reason and Revelation. But 
seven-eighths of professed Christians, endeavor to escape 
the force of this fact, by saying, that discussion is unprof- 
itable — that men strive more for mastery than to elicit and 
expound truth. This may be true in some instances; 
but the discriminative mind will be able to judge, in such 
cases, whether the disposition for mastery originates in a 
want of confidence in the faith advocated, or in a desire 
to display learning, or in the determination to preach the 
wisdom and creeds of men, instead of the cross and gos- 
pel of Christ. Men may resort to such measures to sup- 
port a cause when they have no better weapons ; but an 
honest heart, entering into an investigation of the divine 
word, will seek after the light, and manifest the spirit of 
truth. 

Our brother gave us the reason why he spake, last eve- 
ning, in the language of Paul : " I believed, and there- 
fore have T spoken." We offer the same reason, in the 
last clause of the same verse : " We also believe, and 
therefore speak." 2 Cor. 4 : 13. He also said, there 
was a possibility of being mistaken. Such is the fact. 
The truth is, we cannot both be right. This fact reveals 
the necessity of discussion — of careful investigation, that 
we may know, as nearly as possible, who is right, and 
whose doctrines are supported by divine revelation. 

One remark here, and we will pass to an examination 
of the discourse and subject. It will not be expected 
that I shall answer every point introduced last evening. 
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There were many irrelevant and incidental remarks made, 
that had no bearing upon the main question. It is well 
known that it does not take as long to ask questions as it 
does to answer them. We wish to be as brief as we can, 
and yet make the subject plain to every inquiring mind. 

Bro. L. said that the proposition to be discussed was 
this — " Will there be punishment after the literal resur- 
rection ?" The notice which I gave last Sabbath was — 
" Will there be punishment beyond the reign of Christ ] 
beyond the time when he shall deliver up the kingdom 
to God the Father ?" With our brother, these questions 
are synonymous. 

1. He remarked indirectly, that " Universalists admit 
a general resurrection of the dead." We do, if by " gen- 
eral" he mean a literal resurrection of all men. This is 
the foundation of our faith in Christianity. " If Christ be 
not risen, then is our preaching vain." 1 Cor. 15 : 14. 

2. That we admit " the personal coming of Christ again 
at the resurrection." This is not a fundamental doctrine 
of our denon)ination. Bro. Whittemore and others, as he 
quoted, may believe it ; but as no argument was drawn 
from this remark to support the main question, we let it 
pass. 

3. " Universalists will not deny that some resurrection 
of some kind is spoken of in the text." This we do not 
deny. 

4. " Universalists will not deny that punishment is con- 
nected with the resurrection in the text." This we also 
believe. 

Our brother then came to the direct question, and sta- 
ted it thus : " Is the resurrection here mentioned the lit- 
eral resurrection of the dead ?" He took the position that 
it is. We take the position that it is not. Here, then, 
we are at issue. 

1. The first argument used to prove a literal resurrec- 
tion in the text, was XYi^fact that it is an extension of the 
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resurrection brought to view in ver. 21, 25. This we ad- 
mit. But was that literal ? Was it a resurrection of literal 
dead bodies ? Two arguments were here brought forward 
to prove that it was. These arguments were not drawn 
from Scripture, but founded upon a criticism of two 
words, dead and graves. It was assumed that ''the 
dead, ver. 25, referred to those persons who had been 
raised by the miraculous power of Christ; that this 
caused the people to marvel, wonder." Close attention to 
the context will soon show that this position is unsound. 
Ver. 21. "For as the Father raiseth up the dead, and 
quickeneth them, even so the Son quickeneth whom 
he will." Our brother fell into a great mistake here, by 
referring vers. 21, 25, to those persons who had been raised 
by the miraculous power of Christ, because Christ had 
not as y^t performed a single miracle of raising the dead! 
It could not refer to those whom God had raised by 
the prophets, for vers. 21, 26, are both in the present 
tense. That Christ had as yet performed no miracle of 
raising the dead, see last verse of chapter 4: "This is 
again the second miracle which Jesus did, when he came 
out of Judea into Gallilee." His whole argument in sup* 
port of a literal resurrection in the text, was based up- 
on this position, " that Jesus had raised the dead ,* that 
this fact caused the people to wonder — ^be astonished; 
that Christ told them not to marvel at this, for the time 
would come when all that were in the graves should 
be raised." But this argument was predicated upon 
something that did not exist. The Son of God had not 
yet performed a miracle of raising the dead. The people, 
therefore, could not be made to marvel at such power, for 
the simple reason, that they had never seen him manifest 
it. This fact, alone, is enough to destroy the whole argu- 
ment of our brother upon this text. " The dead," then, 
could not refer to the literally dead. We were told that 
we would be glad to admit that the resurrection, in vers. 
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28, 29, is an extension of the one in vers. 21, 25. So 
we are. This is our doctrine ; but the position is fatal 
to his. 

The resurrection, then, thus viewed, in vers. 21, 26, 
is not literal. If, therefore, the one in vers. 28, 29, is an 
extension, both must be moral. Such is the inevitable 
conclusion. And we are not alone in our views. Dr. 
Clark says, on ver. 25, " It is likely that our Lord had 
not as yet raised any from the dead. See ver. 21." If 
this be true, then vers. 21, 25, cannot teach a literal res- 
urrection. The language is used in the present tense, 
not the future. Here we might close the argument ; for 
all that followed was based upon this foundation, viz : 
That Christ had raised the dead, vers. 21, 25, therefore 
the resurrection vers. 28, 29, must be literal. 

I. But you ask, to what dead and resurrection did 
Christ refer? Had my brother consulted verse 24, we 
should have ascertained last evening. Ver. 24 : " Veri- 
ly, verily, I say unto you, he that heareth my word, and 
believeth on Him that sent me, hath everlasting life, and 
shall not come into condemnation ; but is passed from 
death unto life." "/« passed ;" perfect tense. This tran- 
sition from death unto life was the effect of belief,- a lit- 
eral resurrection to immortal life is not. ''Has passed 
from death unto life." Now, we ask, by what rule or 
law of language, you would make the word death, ver. 
24, bear a literal meaning? No man will attempt it. 
There is a passage in John 11 : 25, very similar to this. 
'' Jesus said unto her, I am the resurrection and the life : 
he that believeth in me, though he were dead, yet shall 
he live." The word " dead," in this verse, cannot be 
used literally. It was argued that we must take the lit- 
eral meaning of a word till such signification is disproved. 
But the subject and connection must always determine 
the use of words. In John 5 : 21-29, the main termswill 
not bear a literal construction. Hear Dr. Clarke on vers. 
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24, 25 ; he clearly favors our views. Read his com- 
ments. Notice that he gives the foUowiDg as the first 
meaning of verse 24 : ^' Shall not come into condenma- 
tion." " The judgment which shall speedily come on 
this unbelieving race," the Jews. Ver. 26 : " The hour 
* * now is, when many who are dead in trespasses and 
sins, shall hear the voice (the word) of the Son of God, 
believe, receive spiritual life through him." The dead, 
then, in these verses, are the spiritually dead ; therefore, 
a moral resurrection. Dr. Barnes confirms our views of 
ver. 24 He says: "Is passed" — "has passed over 
from a state of spiritual death, to the life of the Christian." 
More need not be said upon this point. 

2. The second argument used to prove a literal resur- 
rection, was founded upon the fact, that our Lord, in ver. 
28, referred to literal graves ; mn^meia being the Greek. 
This argument is entirely done away in the fact, that 
" the dead," vers. 24, 25, cannot mean the literally dead. 
But aside from this, the fact itself is against my oppo- 
nent's position. In no other place in the New Testament 
is the resurrection spoken of in connection with graves. 
But in the Old Testament, a resurrection is mentioned in 
such connection, which no man will pretend is literal. 
Whenever the literal resurrection is referred to by the sa- 
cred writers, it is called a resurrection from, or of the dead ; 

anastasis ion nekrdn, in the Greek. The language was 

» 

addressed to the same people, and this term has a similar 
meaning as the word graves, in Ezk. 37 : 14. As the 
words death and dead were used figuratively in vers. 
24, 25, so was the word graves in ver. 28. 

3. After these arguments, objections were brought 
against the doctrine that the text teaches a moral death 
and resurrection. It was urged as inconsistent, to believe 
that " the good should come forth to life, and the evil 
to damnation," upon the ground, that their condition 
would not be changed after their resurrection. If these ob- 
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jections proved any thing, it appears to me that they argued 
against my brother's theory. He believes that men, when 
they die, go either to hell or heaven ; still, at " the end," 
they are to have a resurrection from both places ; after 
which, each class returns to the same condition. This, 
truly, is a resurrection from life to life, and from damna- 
tion to damnation ! 

Again, my opponent said we claim too much, when 
we say the word all, in verse 28, refers to the Jews, as 
no such limitation can be inferred from the chapter. It 
certainly was spoken to the Jews. Ver. 1. " After this 
there was a feast of the Jews ; and Jesus went up to Je- 
rusalem." Ver. 16. " The man departed and told the 
Jews that it was Jesus which had made him whole." 
Ver. 16. " And therefore did the Jews persecute Jesus, and 
sought to slay him." Ver. 1 7. " But Jesus answered them^ 
My Father worketh hitherto, and I work." Ver. 18. 
" Therefore the Jews sought the more to kill him." 

4. We were told that Christ would not have used such 
language, had he not referred to punishment after death, 
as the Jews believed it. But, in its proper place, we be- 
lieve we shall be able to show that the Jews had been 
addressed by their own prophets, in nearly the same lan- 
guage ; the meaning of which they could not mistake, 
and which could not be applied to a future state, nor to 
punishment after death. The arguments touching some 
of the fathers of the church for the first three centuries, 
we shall reserve till the close. 

We have now gone through with all the arguments ad- 
duced by my opponent, to sustain the doctrine that the 
text teaches a literal resurrection, and punishment beyond 
the mediatorial reign of Christ. We are sorry to say, that 
no scripture evidence was introduced, aside from the con- 
text, as direct testimony to sustain the main question. 
Evidently, none could be found. 
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II. We will now, as briefly as possible, give yoii from 
Scripture^ and acknowledged biblical scholars, our views of 
this subject. We think that we have clearly proved to 
every unprejudiced mind, that the language plainly brings 
to view a moral resurrection. This resurrection is speci- 
fied to be under the reign of Christ ; not beyond it, as 
my brother attempted to prove. The resurrection and 
judgment were to be executed by the authority of Jesas ; 
hence, during his reign. This fact should have been no- 
ticed by my opponent. His work was to prove punish- 
ment beyond the mediatorial reign of Jesus ; i. e. to prove 
that punishment Would continue after his kingdom had 
been delivered up to the Father— to prove that the nature 
of punishment for sin is endless ! This he did not do, 
for the plain reason that he could not. 

Scripture plainly establishes the fact, that Christ, prior 
to the end, or that period when " God is to become all in 
all," will have delivered up his kingdom to the Father. 
Now, if, as my brother argues, there is to be a general 
resurrection of all mankind, after that period, (generally 
termed " the end of the world,") Christ can have no voice 
nor authority in it, because he himself is then to become 
"subject to the Father." 1 Cor. 16; 24—28. Hence, 
the conclusion is inevitable, that, as the resurrection amd 
judgment mentioned in the text, were to be executed un- 
der the reign, and by the direct authority of Christ, 
" Shall hear his voice, and shall come forth ;" therefore 
both must precede the final end — the time of delivering 
up the kingdom. " Then cometh the end, when he shall 
have (not will) delivered up the kingdom to God, even 
the Father." 2 Cor. 15 : 24. 

The preaching of the gospel produced a great reforma- 
tion — a mighty revolution in the world. This reforma- 
tion was set forth under the figure of a resurrection — " a 
rising up." This is an important meaning of the word 
^^ anastasis,^^ 
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" When you hold a protracted meeting, and the work 
prospers, you term it "a revival," "a raising up," or resur- 
rection of sinners. 

2. Again, you see that the state of each class, '' they 
that have done good, and they that have done evil," is 
the reward of works. No man will contend that a state 
of immortality is the reward of works ; but the " life" in 
the text is ; therefore, " the resurrection of life" cannot 
refer to a resurrection to immortality. 

3. Our Savior, in the text, evidently referred to the 
prophecy of Dan. 12 : 2. He expresses the very identi- 
cal doctrine of Daniel, spoken more than five hundred 
years before, with this difference ; Daniel referred to a 
time of trouble and resurrection, yet future ; when the 
great Prince should stand up for the people of God, (the 
Jews ;) Christ told the Jews that time had then com- 
menced. I was astonished that my brother did not intro- 
duce this passage, Dan. 12 : 2, as a parallel text. There is 
certainly a resurrection brought to view here, *' a resur- 
rection to life eternal, and to shame and everlasting con- 
tempt." But to show that we are not alone in the opin- 
ion that Jesus referred to Dan. 12 : 1, 2, we will intro- 
duce the testimony of Prof. Bush, on John 5 : 28, 29 : — 
" It is to us unquestionable, that the Savior had in his 
eye the oft-quoted passage of Dan. 12 : 2 : " And many 
of them that sleep in the dust of the earth shall awake ; 
some to everlasting life, and some to shame and everlast- 
ing contempt." P. 239. 

But in order to arrive at the Scriptural meaning of the 
text, let us see if we cannot determine by the testimony 
of Daniel and Christ, the time of this resurrection. This 
fact will enable us also to determine definitely whether 
Jesus referred to this life, or the future, and whether he 
designed to be understood, as speaking of a moral, or lite- 
ral resurrection. Before we proceed to this work, let us 
introduce the testimony of Prof. Bush on Dan. 12 : 2. — 
3 
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*' Still the question rectus, what kind of a resurtection is 
that here announced, and to what time is it to be referred ? 
The core of the difEiculty lies in these two points, of 
which the solution of the lagt must afford the clue to that 
of the first." p. 134 It is true that the time when 
this resurrection should take place, must determine the 
kindf or nature of such resurrection. This fact is made 
plain, and specifically defined in the language of our Sa^ 
vior. Matt. 24: 1—21. Ver. 16, "When ye, there- 
fore shall see the abomination of desolation spoken of 
by Daniel the prophet, (Dan. 12: 11,) stand in the ho- 
ly place: whoso readeth let him understand." Yer. 16: 
" Then let them which be in Judea flee into the moun- 
tains." Ver. 20 : " But pray ye that your flight be not 
in the winter, neither on the- Sabbath day." Ver. 21: 
" For then shall be great tribulation, such as was not since 
the beginning of the world to this time ; no, nor never 
shall be." Here Christ, vers. 15, 21, quotes nearly ver- 
batim, Dan. 12 : 1,11, and refers it to the great judgment 
speedily coming upon the Jews. There is a plain, un- 
broken connection between the first and second verses of 
Dan. 12. Ver. 2 : " And at that fomc,"— evidently re- 
ferring to the time specified in ver. 1. Now, we ask, if 
it is reasonable to suppose that Christ, in Matt. 24, quo- 
ted the prophecy of Dan. 12, embracing a resurrection 
and judgment, and applied that prophecy as having its 
fulfilment in the resurrection and damnation, or judgment 
of the Jews ; and in John 6 : 28, 29, quoted nearly the 
same language — the precise sentim^ent, and applied it to 
a literal resurrection and judgment in the future state ? 
Such cannot be done, without doing great injustice to the 
scriptural interpretation which Jesus gave to the language 
of Daniel. No man with the light of these passages before 
him would thus reason. 

The language then in Dan. 12: 1, 2, specifying the res- 
urrection and judgment, or damnation, to be made visible 
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unto all nations, in the destruction of the old Jewish church, 
polity, smd people, and thus applied by Christ, could not re- 
fer to a literal resurrection in the Spirit world. And as it is 
the same kind of resurrection as that mentioned in John, 
6 : 28, 29, both must be understood figuratively. Here 
then with Cappe's exposition of John, 6 : 28, 29, going 
to confirm our views and show that we are supported by 
able biblical scholars, we will close our argument. Read 
Cappe, quoted by Paige in his Commentary, p. 268. 

This exposition of the subject, leaves every part in 
perfect harmony with itself, and is truly applicable to that 
great reform, and moral resurrection produced by the di- 
rect ministry and preaching of " the Savior of the world." 

With the argument of my Bro. on the state of the 
church for the first three centuries, we will close our re- 
marks. He quoted from the Ancient History of Univer- 
salism to prove that the eariy fathers, who are claimed as 
Universalists, believed ia future punishment It was ar- 
gued that they, living so near the time of Christ, and be- 
Heving this doctrine, therefore, it must be true. But 
this argument proved too much. For if it is an evidence 
of the truth of future punishment, because Origen, and 
others whom he quoted believed it, then the same evi- 
dence will establish the truth of the salvation of all men, 
because they believed this doctrine also. 

In addition to the above, a few passages were quoted, 
and a few general remarks made upon the great and glo- 
rious theme of Universal Salvation ! 

Note. — ^The above discourse is merely a synopsis of the orig- 
inal, which was nearly two and a half hours ia length. It em- 
braces only the notes which I had before me when it was preach- 
ed. Had I intended them, at the time, for publication, I might 
have altered the phraseology a little, in some respects, so as to 
have expressed my ideas more clearly ; and also supplied some 
omissions, which were made in copying them from the original, 
for the use of my opponent. 



The following correspondence will furnish the 
reader with the facts which led to the continuance 
of the discussion : — 



Providence, Nov. 26, 1847. 
Rev. Mr. Latham : 

Dear Sir — Mr. J. K. Lester called upon me this morning, by 
your request, asking me to furnish you with a copy of my notes 
in reply to your discourse on John 5 : 28, 29 ; stating as a rea- 
son, that you intended to preach again, by request, next Sun- 
day evening, upon the same text, in reply to my discourse. It 
will afford me much pleasure to comply with your reqae8i,provided 
you will speak upon the subject on a week-day evening, and grant 
me the privilege of replying, or defending my own notes, on the 
same or following evening. It will be impossible for me to attend, 
or hear you on Sabbath evening, as we have regular meetings. 
From the short acquaintance which I have had with you, and 
the opinion which I have formed of your candor, and confidence 
in what you conceive to be truth, I doubt not you will readily 
comply with this proposition. 

But few of my congregation could attend your meeting if held 
on Sunday evening. Should you conclude to have it on a week- 
day evening, I would give them a general invitation to attend, 
and presume that a large majority would hear you. Your peo- 
ple are probably familiar with your views of the text, and as 
you suppose mine misunderstand and misapply it, I trust you 
will make it convenient to reply when we feel at liberty to hear 
you. 

The notice sent in last Sunday evening, by ** An Enquirer after 
Truth," for me to read, stated, that you remarked last Sabbath, 
that I ' misapplied' your arguments, in^my review of your dis- 
course, and that you were " ready to meet any one in defence 
of your views." Such being the fact, you can have no possible 
objection to preaching again on the text, (especially as it will 
be in reply to my discourse) when I can be present. If the 
meeting is held in your church, you will of course grant me the 
privilege of replying in the same. Upon these conditions I will 
furnish you with a copy of my notes. Please inform me at your 
earliest convenience. 

Should you hold your meeting as above desired, my people 
will defray the expenses of lighting and heating your church, on 
the evening of my reply. Yours respectfully, 

J. M. COOK. 



Providence, Nov. 26, 1847. 
Rev. Mr. Cook : 

Dear Sir — It would be agreeable to me to be able to refer di- 
rectly to your notes in the preperation of my contemplated Sab- 
bath evening lecture ; though I have a very vivid recollection 
of your positions and arguments, and a very accurate outline 
taken by a friend at the time they were presented. But, I find 
it impracticable to defer the sermon for a week evening occasion, 
if I preach in our own church, that being occupied every even- 
ing of the next week, by meetings which cannot be dispensed 
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with. It will be so the week preceding the first Sabbath of 
every month during the winter. Coyld we obtain any other 
suitable place, I should most cordially comply with your terms. 
As it is, 1 rcCTet that you think it best to withhold from me the 
favor which I ask. I will pledge beforehand that if you wish 
the notes of my sermon you shul have them, unconditionally. 

Relative to the " notice '* of which you speak, I know noth- 
ing, save what I have learned from your letter and from Mr. 
L$ster, 

I received a note on Sabbath evening from some person with 
whom I have no acquaintance, inviting me to discussion with 
you. The gist of my public replywas, that I neither courted 
discussion, nor shrunk from it. lliat is my position. I did 
not say that you " misapplied " my " arguments." The friend 
mistakes. We are hastening to eternity, — let us be wise. 

Yours, &c. A. LATHAM. 



Pbovidbncb, Nop. 27, 1847. 
Rev. Mb. Latham : 

Dear Sir — Your reply to my note of yesterday was received 
this morning ; and I am surprised to find that you manifest no 
more interest in trying to bring your views before those whom 
you believe to be ignorant of the truth. If you are not afraid of 
diaeussion^-if you would not shrink from it-^why not propose 
a time when we can have your church, and when both of our 
eongregations can attend without interfering with our Sabbath 
evening meetings t The subject, in John 5 : 28, 29) is an im*. 
povtaat one, and all ought to understand its truth. Why, then, 
should we not discuss these paasagea openly and fairly? The 
i«ba of retiriogt behind one's desk» without granting ao. oppo* 
neot the liberty of speaking, or defending his own cause, does 
not exhibit the courage of a man who. would not shrink from 
discussion, and who has implicit confidence in the doctrine he 
teaches. 

If it is not convenient, and we cannot have your church next 
week, let the reexamination of the subject take place the week 
following. I am> not pArtieular ; only anxious that it should be 
fairljn discussed. Truth will not suffer, only error will be ex- 
posed. I hope you will reconsider the matter, and consent to 
defer your contemplated lecture till we can attend. I should 
still be happy to furnish you with a copy of my notes, if you 
will examine them when I can be present, giving me the privi- 
lege of a defence. Had we a church, I would readily open it 
ibr the occasion, and I cannot see why you should not manifest 
i&n equal interest. Should you come to the condvsion: to defer 
your fecture till week after next, please inform me. I shall be 
ready and happy at any future time, to discuss the subject farther. 

Thine trufy, JAMES M. COOK. 



DISCOURSE. 



TEXT.»-^0Ati 5 : Si8, S9; Maetbl hot at this: rom thb bouk if coKiifo, i* ttn 

WHICH ALL that ARI IH THS OEATSS SHAtL HBAE HIS TOICX, 

And shall odHs roxTB; tbbt thaT hays dohb «ood, mtTo tHB unnuuioTioir 

or IJW% : AMD TBBT THAT HATB OOITB BTIL, UNTO THB BBS CBBBOnOIT OF OAMITATIOir. 

The circumstances which have led to the preparation 
of the present discourse are very generally known. They 
are as follows : By request of Mr. Lester, I preached in 
his house, Wednesday evening, Nov. 16th, upon the text 
which I have announced this evening. Without any 
previous intimation to me that such was to be the fact, 
Mr. Cook was present, and took notes of my sermon ; and 
immediately upon the conclusion of the service, (after an 
introduction of the matter by Col. Wales) announced that 
he should reply to the sermon, iu the same place, the 
next evening. Accordingly, the next evening, he gave 
his views of the text, in opposition to those which I had 
advanced, in the main. 

By special request, I engaged to repeat my sermon in 
this house. The Universalist friends wished me to 
change the evening, and to give Mr. Cook an opportuni- 
ty to reply. I consequently postponed the appointment ; 
and having submitted the matter to an advisory commit- 
tee of the church, and secured their unanimous consent, 
by another change of time to suit Mr. Cook's convenience, 
the present somewhat unfavorable evening was fixed up- 
on for my sermon, and to-morrow evening for his reply. 
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The present discourse will embody a repetition of the 
first preached by me, and a review of Mr. Cook's reply, 
so far as may be deemed important. 

I commenced by introducing the following proposition. 
" There will be punishment after the resurrection." 
I then premised four remarks introductory to the discus- 
sion of the main proposition. Three of them I will 
repeat, and Mr. O.'s views upon the points which they 
involve. 

1. The first remark was, " That Universalists admit 
that there is to be a general resurrection of the dead." 
Mr. C. subjoins to this remark the following : " We do. 
This is the foundation of our faith in Christianity. * If 
Christ be not risen, then is our preaching vain.' " 

2. The third remark was, " It will not be denied that 
some resurrection is brought to view in the text." Mr. 
Cook says, " This we do not deny." 

3. The fourth remark was, " It will not be denied that 
there will be punishment after it." Mr. Cook's note 
upon this is, " This we also admit." 

The second remark (which I have omitted in this 
repetition) is, *' That " Universalists " admit that there is 
to be at that time (the time of the resurrection) a * bodily ' 
coming of Christ." This is the published opinion of 
Mr. Whittemore and of Mr. Balfour, two standard Uni- 
versalist authors. Mr. Cook allowed that this was the 
private opinion of Mr. Whittemore, but in the notes of 
his review says : " This is not a fundamental doctrine of 
our denomination." 

This admission of Universalist authors might be used 
with effect in the introduction of several collateral texts, 
and it was my purpose to have so employed it when I 
gave it a place with my preliminary remarks, but had 
not sufficient time. But as Mr. Cook, in behalf of his 
denomination, dissents from these authors upon that 
point, I choose, in controversy with him upon the text 
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under consideration, to drop that remark entirely, and to 
commence with nothing as settled between us upon which 
we are not strictly agreed. Be it then remembered, that 
we are agreed thus far : 

1. That there is to be a general resurrection of the 
dead. 

2. That a resurrection of some kind is brought to view 
in the text. 

3. That there will be punishment after it. 

. At this point I remarked, " THE GREAT QUES- 
TION THEN IS : IS THE RESURRECTION HERE 
BROUGHT TO VIEW, THE LITERAL RESUR- 
RECTION ?" Mr. Cook is correct in saying, that I 
'' then came to the direct question, and stated it thus : Is 
the resurrection here mentioned, the literal resurrection 
of the dead ?" I assumed the affirmative of this ques- 
tion, s Mr. Cook assumes the negative, and says : " Here, 
then, we are at issue." 

I will now repeat the arguments which I advanced in 
support of the assumption that the resurrection brought 
to view in the text is the literal resurrection of the dead. 
I argued it : 

1. From the fact that it appears but an extension of 

THE resurrection BROUGHT TO VIEW IN VERSES 21, 25. 

I then added, " This will probably be allowed." Mr. Cook 
overdoes in stating this argument. In the notes which 
he has furnished me of his sermon, he says : " The first 
argument used to prove a literal resurrection was the fact 
that it is an extension of the resurrection brought to view 
in the 21st and 25th verses." You observe that between 
the two there is this difference. Where I say " it appears 
(«. e. of course, to me) but an extension," &c. ; he makes 
me to say " that it w" such " extension." It is not, 
however, to be presumed, that this inaccuracy was inten- 
tional, though it increases my apparent reliance upon this 
4 
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argument.''* In support of my assumption, that the 
resurrection brought to view in the 28th and 29th verses, 
appeared but an extension of the resurrection brought to 
view in the 21st and 25th verses, I read the verses them- 
selves. They stand as follows : 

Verse 21. "As the Father raiseth up the dead, and 
quickeneth them ; even so the Son quickeneth whom he 
will." 

Verse 25. " Verily, verily, I say unto you, the hour is 
coming and now is, when the dead shall hear the voice 
of the Son of God ; and they that hear shall live." 

Verses 28, 29. " Marvel not at this : for the hour is 
coming, in the which all that are in the graves shall hear 
his voice, and shall come forth ; they that have done 
good, unto the resurrection of life, and they that have 
done evil, unto the resurrection of damnation." 

It appears to me that the 26th and 28th verses are 
properly connected as above, the intervening verses, 26 
and 27, breaking the connection only to present the 
grounds of the claim set up in the 26th verse, as follows : 
Verse 25 : " Verily, verily, I say unto you, the hour is 
coming, and now is, when the dead shall hear the voice 
of the Son of God : and they that hear shall live." 
Here the thread of discourse seems to be broken to intro- 
duce the basis of a claim so high. This is indicated by 
the connecting word " for," here used. As if he had 
said, I can, and will soon bring some of the dead to life. 

" For as the Father hath life in himself, so halh he 
given to the Son to have life in himself. 

" And hath given him authority to execute judgment 
also, because he is the Son of Man." Then he appears 
to resume the thread of direct discourse in the 28th verse. 

" Marvel not at this ;" — ^that is, at my claiming power to 

■ I I I 

* Here I incidentally remarked, that I was willing it should stand as 
Mr. Cook had it ; and that it would take that form in the sermon. 
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raise some of the dead, and to execute judgment also, 
" For the hour is coming in the which all that are in 
the graves shall hear his voice, and shall come forth ; 
they that have done good unto the resurrection of life, 
and they that have done evil unto the resurrection of 
damnation." 

Thus does it appear to me, that the resurrection brought 
to view in the text is but an extension of that brought to 
view in the 21st and 26th verses. This question I need 
not argue farther, as my opponent does not dissent from 
this position. His language is, " This we admit." Now, 
it being agreed between us, that the resurrection brought 
to view in the text appears but an, extension of that 
brought to view in verse 21, 25 ; the question arises 
whether the latter was a " literal resurrection ;" that is, 
a resurrection of human bodies, or a figurative resurrec- 
tion. Mr. Cook, after admitting that the resurrection of 
verses 28 and 29 appears to be but an extension of that 
of verses 21 and 25, properly adds : " But was this" 
(that is, the resurrection of verse 21 and 25) *' a literal 
resurrection ? Was it a resurrection of literal dead 
bodies ?" 

I took the affirmative of this question ; that is, I as- 
sumed that the resurrection brought to view in verses 21 
and 25, was a resurrection of literal dead bodies. In 
support of this assumption, I urged the four following 
arguments. 

(1.) The term ^^dead,^^ it is to be taken for granted, 
means the literally dead, till the contrary is m^zde to 
appear. " One of the plainest and most cogent of all the 
rules of" explanation, I will introduce in the language of 
M. Stuart. It is as follows : " Every passage of scripture, 
or of any other book, is to be interpreted as bearing its 
plain and primary and literal sense, unless good reason 
can be given why it should be tropically understood." 
A principle so plain and reasonable as this needs no de- 
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fence. . It was admitted by my opponent in his sermon. 
Hence, when we read in verse 21, " The Father raiseth 
up the dead ;" and in verse 26, ^^ The dead shall hear 
the voice of the Son of God ; and they that hear shall 
live." We are to understand the literally dead to be 
referred to until " good reason " be given why it should 
be tropically understood. Whether such " good reason" 
has been given for a figurative sense, remains to be seen. 
Mark ! you are bound to believe that the literally dead 
are meant till the reasons given for a figurative sense of 
the term " dead" have been reviewed, and the question 
determined whether they be good reasons or not. That 
shall be attended to in its place. 

(2.) That the resurrection spoken of in verses 21, 25, 
was a resurrection of literal dead bodies, I argued, in 
the second place, from the fact that, ^' it was spoken of as 
a greater act than healing a man who had been a cripple 
thirty-eight years.^^ This exercise of miraculous power 
was the cause of the conversation in which these texts 
occur. Referring to that act of healing, he said, verse 
19 : *' The Son can do nothing of himself, but what he 
seeth the Father do ; for what things soever he doeth, 
these also doeth the Son likewise." Verse 20 : " For 
the Father loveth the Son, and showeth him all things 
that himself doeth ; and he will show him greater works 
than these, that ye may marvel." Terse 21 : " For as 
the Father raiseth up the dead, and quickeneth them; 
even so the Son quickeneth whom he will." Here 
Christ stated that in this act of healing, he had but imi- 
tated his Father ; and that he would go so much farther 
as to imitate him in raising to life the dead. Now, as the 
act of healing in which he claims to have imitated his 
Father was a literal healing, i. e. a healing of a literal 
diseased body ; so when he claims to go still farther, and 
to imitate him in raising the dead, we cannot, without 
the best of reasons, suppose that he has glanced at once 
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ISO abruptly from the literal to the spiritual, but must 
understand him to mean that, as he imitated his Father 
in healing the literally diseased, so he would imitate him 
in " quickening" the literally " dead." That Mr. Cook 
regarded this a difficult argument, is obvious from the 
fact that he left it entirely alone ; he attempted no reply 
to it. 

(3.) My third argument to prove that the resurrection 
referred to in verse 21, -25, was literal, was that, "/^ was a 
work which WAS TO BE visible to them, as was that of 
healing the impotent man.^^ Verse 20 : " He will show 
him greater works than these, that ye may marvel^ To 
marvel is to " wonder j^ be astonished. Here the Savior 
declared that, in imitating the greater work of the Father, 
namely, raising the dead, he should cause them to '^msur- 
vel," to wonder, to be astonished. Now, it is obviously 
much more natural to suppose that he referred to a literal 
resurrection of dead bodies, which would be a visible 
display of his miraculous power, than to any moral refor- 
mation of dead souls, which might be attributed to the 
power of the truth he preached, without supposing him 
possessed of any peculiar power, or even of the favor 
of God. 

In a syllogism, the argument reads as follows : " If 
the moral reformation of souls dead in sin, which fol- 
lowed the preaching of Christ, which might be attribu- 
ted to the influence of the truth alone, without allowing 
him special power or even the favor of God, would not 
cause his enemies to be astonished, — to marvel ; and if 
a literal resurrection of dead bodies would cause them 
to marvel, then, when he informed them that he would 
effect a resurrection of the dead, which should be a 
greater miracle than healing a man with a word, who 
had been a cripple thirty-eight years, and that at that 
resurrection they should be astonished, he must have 
referred to a literal, visible resurrection of dead bodies. 
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and not to a moral reformation of souls dead in sin^ 
The moral reformation which followed the preaching of 
Christ would not cause his enemies to marvel; but a 
literal resurrection of dead bodies would. Therefore, 
the resurrection referred to by the Savior in verse 21, 
was not a moral reformation, but a literal resurrection 
of dead bodies." This important and conclusive argu-' 
ment my cautious opponent passed without a word, thus 
indicating acqaintance with the principle of the old adage, 
" Discretion is the better part of valor." 

(4.) My fourth argument to prove that the resurrection 
referred to in verse 21, 25, was the literal resurrection, I 
stated as follows : " It was according to fa^y 

Mr. Cook, in his reply, misrepresented me at this point. 
He says, relative to my argument, that '' it was assumed 
[by me] that * the dead,' verse 26, referred to those per- 
sons who had been raised by the miraculous power of 
Christ." By no means. I assumed that, in a conversa- 
tion which grew out of his healing the impotent man, 
Christ declared that he would within a very little time 
do the far greater work of raising the dead, at which 
they should be astonished. 

To show that this was according to fact, I remarked 
that this conversation occurred A. D. 27, when he was 
thirty-one years of age, — ^the Christian era being dated 
four years after his birth, — and that the literal resurrec- 
tion from the dead of the daughter of Jairus, and of the 
son of the widow of Nain, occurred in that very year ; 
not before the conversation, but very soon after it. Now, 
take the argument that the literal signification of these 
texts must be admitted till the figurative is proved, fol- 
lowed by the other three, and unless " good reason" be 
given to the contrary, the evidence is demonstration that 
in verses 21, 25, Christ referred to a literal resurrection 
of dead bodies. 

Before I pass to notice his reasons for putting upon the 
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Cexts a figurative construction, I will remark, what many 
will remember, that in his reply, he noticed but one of 
the four arguments above advanced, and then claimed, 
and insisted that he had fully and fairly answered all 
that I advanced ; obviously finding it easier to depend 
upon the forgetfulness of his audience relative to my 
arguments, than to reply to them. 

In opposition to my assumption, that the resurrection 
of verse 21, 26, was a literal resurrection, Mr. Cook as- 
sumed that it was not a literal, but a moral or figurative 
resurrection. His language is : " The resurrection, then, 
in 21, 25, is not a literal resurrection. There is," he 
adds, " but one conclusion, that the resurrection here 
mentioned is a moral resurrection." 

But what reasons has he for setting aside the literal, 
primary signification of those texts? Are they good 
reasons ? If they are, then the literal construction must 
give place to the metaphorical — not without. 

1. His first argument in favor of the figurative construc- 
tion of these verses is thus stated by himself. "The lan- 
guage is used in the present tense — NOT THE FU- 
TURE,"— ver. 21, 25. Again, he says " ver. 2 J , 25, are 
both in the present tense." By which he means obvious- 
ly that they both represent the resurrection to which they 
refer, as being in the present tense. Upon this assump- 
tion I remark: 

1. That there is nothing more common in the .use of 
language, than the employment of the present tense in a 
general sense, including both the past and the future. 
Take for illustration Gen. 6 : 17. There God said to 
Noah before he began to build his ark, " Behold, I even I 
do bring a flood of waters upon the earth." Here the lan- 
guage used was in the present tense, "/ do bring,^^ though 
the event was far off in the then future. The present 
tense was used in a general sense, including the future. 
Notice also, John 8 : 58. " Jesus said— before Abraham 
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was, I am.^^ Here the present tense, ^' I am,^^ is used in 
a general sense, including past time for thousands of years 
at least. See also, Ps. 90 : 2. " From everlasting to 
everlasting thou art God." Here the present tense ^art,^ 
is used in a general sense, including past duration without 
beginning, and future duration without end. Now, I ad- 
mit that the verbs used in the 21st verse are in the pres- 
ent tense. They are the following words : "rawc/A" and 
" quickeneth,^^ " As the Father raiseth up the dead, and 
quickeneth them ; even so the Son quickeneth whom he 
will." But I also claim that, it is used in a general sense, 
including both the past and the future. That it includes 
the future is plain, from ver. 26, (which we agree is par- 
allel with verse 21) for in the latter verse (ver. 25) the 
resurrection was thrown into the future tense, with all 
clearness. It reads as follows : " Verily, verily, I say unto 
you, the hour is coming," (the term, hour, here used, is 
properly rendered — time,) "the hour," (or time) "is com- 
ing, and now is, when the dead shall hear the voice of 
the son of God: and they that hear shall live." In 
what tense is " shall hear^^ and " shall live I " Mr. Cook 
says, "present tense." "Verse 21,25, are both in the 
present tense." You all know, that all the language of 
verse 25 which states the fact of the resurrection referred 
to, is in the future tense. Consequently, that the pres- 
ent tense of verse 21, must be in a general sense including 
the future. 

The general period — the year, had arrived when he 
would raise some of the dead, but the definite time had 
not arrived, for the Saivor said, " The hour cometh,^^ (of 
course, was neither past, nor present, hut future.) " The 
hour Cometh^ * * # when the dead shall hear the voice 
of the son of God : and they that hear shall live.^^ — 
" Shall," is an auxiliary verb, and always forms the first 
future tense. How then could my opponent assume 
what was so glaringly false as the following statement, 
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vx^^^cju irom his notes. " Verse 21, 26, are t/um nx uie 
present tense." " The language is used in the present 
tense — not the future. Verse 21, 25." The force of his 
argument is made apparent as follows. He claims that 
the resurrection of verse 21, 25, cannot be literal because 
it was spoken of as a then present fact ^ whereas as a then 
present fact none of the literally dead had been raised. — 
But we have seen that the resurrection of ver. 21, 26, 
was not spoken of as a then present fact except in a gen- 
eral sense, which included an hour that was comings in 
which some of the dead should hear, and should live. — 
We have seen that the literal sense of verse 21, 26, must 
remain till it is set aside by a " good reason." But the 
first "reason" of my opponent is not a "good" one: as 
the following syllogism will show. 

A false assumption cannot be a "good reason " for set- 
ting aside the literal signification of a text. The as- 
sumption of my opponent that the resurrection of verse 
21, 25, was in the present tense, and " not in the future " 
is a false assumption. Therefore it cannot be ^ good rea- 
son for setting aside the literal meaning of these texts. 
And the literal meaning must remain, if better reasons are 
not urged against it. Watson, the ablest of all Methodist 
theologians, Wesley excepted, introduces ver. 26, on p. 
321 of his Exposition as having its fulfilment in the fact 
recorded (Matt. 27: 62, 53) among the attendants of the 
crucifixion of Christ, in the following words : " And the 
graves were opened : and many bodies of the saints which 
Blept, arose and came out of the graves, after his resurrec- 
tion, and went into the holy city, and appeared unto many." 
Watson says : " They rose, * * * in fulfilment of his own 
words ; John 6 : 26. * The hour is coming, and now is' 
at hand, or near, ' when the dead shall hear the voice of 
the Son of God, and they that hear shall live." Our au- 
thor, doubtless, knew the force of the tense of this text 
with its parallel, ver. 21. But, though he makes it to in- 
5 
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elude within its signification a class which some do not 
make it to include, he retains in full its literal signifies^ 
tion, and admits no other. 

2. Mr. Cook's second argument, by which he attempt 
ted to set aside the literal signification of ver. 21, 25, was 
as follows : He claimed, that ver. 24, brings to view a 
resurrection identical with that in vers. 21, 25 ; that the 
resurrection referred to in ver. 24 is not literal but spirit* 
ual, or figurative , and that " Therefore the resurrection 
of vers. 21, 25 must be also figurative and not literal.'^ 
His language is, " But you ask. To what dead and resur* 
rection did Christ refer ? Had my brother consulted ver. 
24, we should have ascertained last eveniDg." Ton can- 
not have forgotten the air of triumph and innocent sar- 
casm with which he dwelt upon this text, and upon the 
fact that I neglected to read it, as I did some others in the 
bible. Well, does this text furnish a " good reason" for 
setting aside the literal meaning of vers. 21, 25? We 
shall see. I admit, then, at once, that the resurrection of 
ver. 24 is spiritual^ not literal. The verse reads as fol- 
lows. Mark it. " He that heareth my word, and belie v- 
eth on him that sent me, hath everlasting life, and shall 
not come into condemnation, but is passed from death 
unto life." The grammar of my opponent is very bad. 
We have had a specimen of it already, in his making 
''shall hear," and ''shall live," in the present tense. 
Here we have another. He says, "Is passed — ^perfect 
tense !" Whoever heard before of is being in the perfect 
tense ? Bear in mind, that I admit fully, that the resur- 
rection referred to in ver. 24 was not a resurrection of 

dead bodies, but of spiritually dead souls. But the tnain 
premise of my opponent's argument is, that the resurrec- 
tion of ver. 24, is the same with that of ver. 21, 25. 

This assumption I do not admit. / deny it fully. 
And if I may have your attention, I will give you my 
reason for setting aside the literal signification of this 
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text, and retaining it in the others. We agree that the 
resurrection of verses 21, 25, 28, 29, is the same.^ Of 
course, if that in verse 24 is not the same with that in 
verses 28, 29, it is not the same with that in verses 21, 
26. This will be allowed. 

1. Then, I remark, the resurrection of verse 24 is, in 
all cases, of those who have done evil. It is a resurrec- 
tion from a state of evil doing so entire, that the subject 
of it is dead to every thing else. " Dead in trespasses 
and in sins." 

2. By the resurrection of verse 24, those "who have 
done evil ;'^ who have been dead to all good, and alive 
only to evil, pass into a state in which there is no con- 
demnation, or damnation. Mark the text : " He that 
heareth my words, and believeth on him that sent me, 
hath everlasting life, and shall not come into condemna' 
Hon, but is passed from death unto life." Here you see 
that the spiritual resurrection of verse 24, of those who 
have done evil, is to a state in which there is, and can be 
"no damnation." 

3. The resurrection of verses 28, 29, of the same class 
of persons, namely, of those who " have done evil," is 
to a state of damnation. " The hour is coming in the 
which all that are in the graves shall hear his voice, and 
shall come forth, they that have done good unto the 
resurrection of life, and they that have done evil unto' 
the resurrection of damnation." The same original term 
rendered condemnation in verse 24, is here rendered dam- 
nation in verse 29. A resurrection which introduces 
those who have done evil into a state in which there is 
no condemnation, cannot be the same with a resurrection 
which introduces the same class into a state of condem- 
nation. The resurrection of verse 24 introduces those 
who have done evil into a state in which there is no 
condemnation ; while the resurrection of verses 28, 29, 
introduces' the same class into a state of condemnation. 
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Therefore the resurrection of verse 24, and the resurrec- 
tion of verses 28, 29, cannot be identical ; i. e. the same. 
Hence it must be seen, that the fact that verse 24 intro- 
duces a spiritual resurrection, is not a '^ good reason" for 
rejecting the literal signification of the other verses — 
21, 26. 

4. Mr. Cook's third argument, if it may be called one, 
in favor of setting aside the literal meaning of verses 21 
and 25, is the assumption that he has the support of 
orthodox expositors for so doing. He says : '^ The res- 
urrection, then, in 21, 25, is not a literal resurrection. 
And if the resurrection in vers. 28, 29, is an extension, it 
cannot be a literal resurrection. There can be but one 
conclusion — that the resurrection here mentioned [i. e, 
in verse 28] is a moral one." This quotation from the 
notes of my opponent involves, 

1. This assumption. The resurrection in verses 21, 
25, is not a literal resurrection. 

2. This inference. The resurrection in verse 28, 
cannot be a literal resurrection, but is a moral one. 

After this quotation, without the intervention of a sin- 
gle word, he adds : " And we are not alone in our views." 
Well, who does he quote as favoring his views ,• as agree- 
ing with him, I. That " the resurrection— in ver. 21, 26, 
was not a literal resurrection;" and, 2. That that in the 
text, vers. 28, 29, was a moral one ? Why ! the highly es- 
teemed, learned, Methodist commentator, Dr. A. Clarke. 
Dr. Clarke's opinion is certainly entitled to consideration. 
Bat how does my opponent secure the service of Dr. 
Clarke ? I reply, by reading to his congregation, 1. Just 
half a sentence, and stopping at a semicolon ; when, had 
he read the other half, and stopped at a period, the sen- 
tence would have been entirely against him ; for he was 
laboring to make Clarke sustain him in rejecting the 
literal meaning of the text, whereas the whole sentence 
is entirely in favor of the literal rendering. The half 
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sentence, which my opponent quoted, was from his (C.) 
note on verse 25. " The hour is coming, and now is, 
when the dead ^hall hear the voice of the Son of God, 
and they that hear shall live." Clarke, in the half-quoted 
sentence, says : " It is likely that our Lord had not as yet 
raised any from the dead." Here my opponent stopped. 
Had he read it all, it would have read : " It is likely that 
our Lord had not as yet raised any from the dead ; and 
he refers to those \y^hom he intended to raise. See on 
ver. 21." Verse 21 speaks only of a literal resurrection, 
as we sh^U see. 

2. Having read this half sentence, making the impres- 
sion that Clarke opposed the literal meaning of verse 25, 
he dropped the last half of the sentence, and read the 
next sentence, omitting the first, and a very important 
word, " lastly." The last sentence, the first word omit- 
ted, reads as follows: (I copy from Mr. Cook's notes.) 
" The hour now is, when many who are dead in tres- 
passes and sins, shall hear the voice (the word) of the 
Son of God, believe, and receive spiritual life through 
him." 

The reading of these fragments of different sentences, 
made the impression, doubtless, that Mr. Cook was fully 
sustained by Clarke in his positions, 

1. That the resurrection of ver. 21, 25, was not a lit- 
eral resurrection. 

2. That the resurrection of ver. 28, 29, was a moral 
resurrection. 

Now I will take up his claim, item by item, and see 
how far he is supported by Clarke. 

The first item of Mr. Cook's claim is, that *^ the resur- 
rection in ver. 21, is not a literal resurrection." He 
claims that Qlarke agrees with him in this opinion. I 
will give Clark(3's entire note upon verse 21, and we shall 
see whether he goes against the literal construction, as 
Mr. Cook claims, or in its favor. He (Clarke) commences 
a** follows ; 
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^' Verse 21, As the Father raiseth up the deiul.] This 
he did in the case of the widow's son at Sarepta, 1 Kings, 
18: 22, by the ministry of the prophet Elijah. And 
again, in the case of the Shunamite's son, 2 Kings, 4 : 
32-36, by the ministry of the prophet Elisha. 

" The Son quickeneth whom he wilL] He raiseth from 
death to life whomsoever he pleases. So he did, for he 
raised the ruler's daughter, Mark 5 : 36-42 ; the widow's 
son at Nain, Luke 7: 11-16; and Lazarus at Bethany, 
John 11: 14-44. 

"TTAcwi he vnlL] Here our Lord points out his sover- 
eign power and independence ; he gives life according to 
his own will; not being obliged to supplicate for the 
power by which it was done, as the prophets did ; his 
own iffill being absolute and sufficient in every case." 

I have thus given every word of Dr. C.'s comment on 
verse 21. He makes, as you see, the resurrection referred 
to in it a literal resurrection of dead bodies, and nothing 
else. And yet my opponent triumphantly claims that he 
is sustained by Dr. Clarke in rejecting the literal meaning 
of this text. Does the cause of truth need to be sup- 
ported by such FALSEHOOD ? 

2. The second item in which he claims to be support- 
ed by Dr. C. is the following : " The resurrection in 
verse 26 is not a literal resurrection." I will give you 
Clarke's entire comment, and you will see from it that he 
makes the text to teach, . 

1. A literal resurrection. 2. A literal resurrection. 3. 
A spiritual resurrection ; and that Mr. Cook makes him to 
reject that meaning which he, in fact, makes the^r^^ and 
the SECOND meaning of the text. Hear the comment : 

'^ Yerse 26. The dead shall hear the voice*] Three 
kinds of death are mentioned in the scriptures ; natural, 
spiritual, and eternal. The first consists in the separation 
of the body and soul. The second in the separation of 
God and the soul. The third in the separation of body 
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and soul from God in the other world. Answemble to 
these three kinds of death there is a threefold life. Nat" 
ural life, which consists in the union of the soul and 
body. Spiritual life, which consists in the union of God 
and the soul, by faith and lote. Eternal life, which con- 
sists in the communion of the body and soul with God, 
by holiness, in the realms of bliss. 

'^ Of the dsad^ our Lord says, ' the hour is coming, and 
now is,' when they shall hear the voice of the Son of God» 
and live. The hour is coming, when all that sleep in the 
dust shall awake at the voice of the Son of Man, and 
come to judgment : for he giveth life to the dead, vers. 
21, 28, 29. Again, the hour is coming when some of 
those who have died a natural death, shall hear the voice 
of the Son of God, and shall live again here. It is likely 
that our Lord had not as yet raised any from the dead ; 
and he refers to those whom he intended to raise ; see on 
ver. 21. Lastly, the hour now is, when many who are 
dead in trespasses and sins, shall hear the voice (the word) 
of the Son of God^ believe, and receive spiritual life 
through him." 

You observe that Clarke distinguishes between the re- 
surrection of the hour that was coming, and the resurrec- 
tion of the hour that then was, making the former wholly 

LITERJlL. 

3. The third item of my opponent's claim, in which 
he professes to be supported by Dr. Clarke, i^, that *' the 
resurrection of ver. 28, 29 is not literal, but moral." He 
is not supported in this item by the Doctor, but fully op- 
posed. The first meaning that he (Dr. Clarke) gives to 
ver. 26 is in the following words : " The hour is coming 
when all that sleep in the dust shall awake at the voice 
of the Son of Man, and come to judgment : for he giveth 
life to the dead, ver, 21, 28, 29." Here he refers to 
ver. 21, showing that he understood this resurrection in 
the 25th ver. to be a literal resurrection, as he had as- 
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sumed that to be in yer. 21 ; and connects ver. ;&i witn 
Ver. 28, 29, thus showing that he regarded the resurrec- 
tion of Ver. 28, 29, as but an extension of that literal 
resurrection of yer. 21. Thus fully does Dr. Clarke sus- 
tain my main position, that the resurrection of vers. 28, 
29, is but an ertension of that in yer. 21 ; and that the 
latter was a literal resurrection only. He makes ver. 2£ 
to include a spiritual resurrection, but allows it no bear- 
ing on ver. 28, 29. Thus, it is seen, that in every item 
in which my opponentc laims the support of Dr. Olarke, 
the Doctor is point blank against him. He so quotes 
fragments of two sentences from the Doctor, as to entire- 
ly misrepresent his views. I will say no hard things rel- 
ative to such a course, but as my opponent is fond of 
Clark, I will give him his comment on the words, '< All 
liars shall have their part in the lake that burneth with 
fire and brimstone." Rev. 21: 8. The Doctor says: 

'^ And all liars] Every one who speaks contrary to the 
truth when he knows the truth ; and even he who speaks 
the truth with the intention to deceive ; i. e. to persuade 
a person that a thing is different from what it really is, 
hy telling only a part of the truth ; or suppressing some 
circumstance which would have led the hearer to a dif^ 
ferent^ and to the true conclusion. ' All these shall have 
their portion' — their share — »what belongs to them — their 
right, ' in the lake which burneth with fire and brimstone. 
This is the second death,^ from which there is no recov* 
ery." 

I said in my sermon that I was sustained by Wesley. 
Mr. Cook, in his reply, complained that I did not give his 
words, sssuming that he had much confidence in Wesley 
himself. Well, as we both have much confidence in 
Wesley, I will read his notes entire upon these ver- 21, 
25, 28, 29. They are as follows : 

"21. JPor—- He declares which are those greater works, 
(referred to in ver. 20) raising the dead and judging the 
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world. The power of quickenmg whom he will follow^ 
from the power of jitdging. These two — quickening 
and judging J are proposed in vers. 21, 22. The acquittal 
of believers, which presupposes judgment^ is treated of 
in the 24th ver. ; the quickening some of the dead, v^ 
36 ; and the general resurrection, ver. 38." 

*' ' 25. The dead shall hear the voice of the Son of 
God.^ So did Jairus' daughter, the widow's son, [and] 
Lazarus.'' 

" '28. The time is oom/ng*'— -When not two or three, 
but all shall rise." 

^* * 29. The resurrection of /i/e!— -That resurrection 
which leads to life everlasting,^^ 

I will hear recapitulate. I commenced with the prop- 
osition, THAT THERE WILL BE PUNISHMENT 
AFTER THE [LITERAL] RESURRECTION [OF 
THE DEAD.] And as my opponent admitted that qur 
text taught a resurrection of som^ kind, and that there 
would be punishment after it, I assumed, as the vit^ 
point to be proved, that THE RESURRECTION RE- 
FERRED TO IN OUR TEXT, WAS THE LIT- 
ERAL RESURRECTION OF THE DEAD. My first 
argument (and the only one which I have as yet intro- 
duced) in support of this assumption, was the following : 
The resurrection of ver. 28, 29, appears to be but an ex- 
tensiwi of that referred to in vers. 21, 25. My opponent 
agreed with me at this point. , I then assumed, that the 
resurrection of vers. 21, 26, was a literal resurrection; i. 
^. a resurrection of literal dead bodies. 

In proof of this assumption I presented four arguments ; 
•the first of which was, that the literal, primary significa- 
tion of those texts must be retained, till ^^ good reasons^^ 
should be offered for displacing or setting it aside, to giye 
place to a figurative signification. I then inquired wheth- 
er '^ good reasons" hskl been offered in £a.vor of substitu- 
ting a spiritual or figurative signification for the literal^ 
6 
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primary one ; which must be letained till such '* good 
leasons" were offered. 

By a careful analysis of my opponent's notes, I found 
that he had offered three reasons in favor of such substi- 
tution. The first reason was found to be as follows : It 
was claimed that vers. 21, 25 were in the present tense-^ 
not in the future. This, I showed, was not a '* good 
reason," simply because it wi^s false ; and no false reason 
can be a " good" one. The verbs that indicate the time 
of the resurrection in ver. 21, are in the present tense ; 
this tense being used in a general sense, which includes 
the future : and those in ver. 25, being " shall hear," 
and " shall live," are distinctly ^r5</u^wrc. This reason, 
then, could not set aside the literal meaning of these texts, 
not being a "good reason. '' The second assumption by 
which my opponent attempted to set aside the literal 
meaning of these verses was, that the resurrection referred 
to in them was identical with that of ver. 24. I have 
showed that this assumption, also, is false, and, of course, 
that it is not a " good reason" for setting aside the literal 
meaning of these verses. The literal meaning remains, 
then, till other reasons appear for setting it aside. The 
third assumption by which Mr. Cook attempts to set aside 
the literal signification of ver. 21, 25, is, that Dr. Clarke 
is against it. This assumption cannot be a " good rea- 
son," as it, also, is false ; the Doctor, as we have seen, 
going explicitly in favor of the literal construction of ver. 
21, and of the literal, as the^r^^ and second construction 
of ver. 26. It appears plain, then, that my opponent has 
offered no '' good reason" for setting aside the literal con- 
struction of those verses, and of course the literal con- 
struction must be retained. This assumption, as you re- 
collect, is supported by three entirely unanswered argu- 
ments, which I have already noticed ; and by the author- 
ity of Watson and Wesley, as well as Clarke ; certainly 
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three of the ablest expositors the world has €ver seen. 
Our argument in 9> syilogi3m stands as follows : 

The resurrection of vers. 28, 29, (the text) is an exten- 
sion of that referred to in vers. 21, 26. 

The resurrection referred to in vers. 21, 25, is a literal 
resurrection. 

Therefore the resurrection of the text (ver. 28, 29,) is 
also a literal resurrection. 

And, with the help of my opponent's admission, that 
there is punishment after the resurrection referred to in 
vers. 28, 29, we may form the following syllogism : 

There was to be punishment after the resurrection re- 
ferred to in vers. 28, 29. 

The resurrection of vers. 28, 29, is the literal resurrec- 
tion of the dead. 

Therefore there will be punishment after the literal 
resurrection of the dead. 

II. I will now introduce the second argument, upon 
which I rely to prove that the resurrection of our text, 
(ver. 28, 29) is the literal resurrection of the dead. It is 

THE FORCE OF THE TERM " GRAVES," USED IN THE TEXT. 

The Greek term is mnemeiois. When I preached the ser- 
mon at Mr. Lester's, I introduced this term, and spelt it as 
I have now. Mr. Cook, in his reply, took occasion to sug- 
gest, that he thought the word wrongly spelt, though he 
was not quite certain, as he was busy at the time. I was 
very sure that it was right, for I had penned it letter by let- 
ter, in the Greek characters, with my Greek Testament be- 
fore me. By the notes of his sermon, with which he has 
furnished me, I am able to determine the reason of his 
thinking the word wrongly spelt. Obviously, he does not 
know how to spell it himself. He has it spelt in English 
letters, mnemda. The nominative singular of this word, 
(with which the declension commences,) is mnemeion. 
The endings of the word in its declension, depends up- 
on its number and t;ase. It being, in the text, in the 
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ipiUYHl humt^, if it Wet« in eith<^)r the tiOAiitiative, acctitti-' 
live, or vocativfe eaise, it Would be hine^neia,as he htts it ; 
but Afi it i$ in l^either of the above cases, but in the dative, 
as the article '' tois^^ shows, it is not mnemeia, but mne- 
fnei&isj as I spelt it. *^ The hour is coming, in the which 
all that are in the graves, (tots mnemeiois) shall hear his 
voice, arid shall come forth." But how could Mr. Cook 
fall into this mistake ? I think, in this way. Not exam- 
ining himself, (perhaps, not being able to,) he has relied 
upon Paige, as authority ; and Paige, in a comment upon 
this text, to which Mr. Cook doubtless has access, having 
fallen into this mistake, Mr. Cook copies it, of course. I 
may be mistaken in my judgment of how the error oc- 
curred, but shall not think so till it is otherwise explained. 
In advancing my present argument, I will remark, 
1. TfiAT THE TEUM mnemetots, here rendered graves, 

LITERALLY AND PRIMARILY SIGNIFIES, THE ABODE OF BEAD 

fioDiBs. In proof of this, I remark : 

(1.) It is so rendered by the most unexceptionable 
Creek lexicons. I have the four Gospels in Greek, by 
Griesbach ; and in the same book *' A Lexicon of all the 
words in the four Gospels, prepared (as says the publish- 
er) with great care, by a gentleman highly qualified for 
the task ;" — ^by ' the corporation of Cambridge Univer- 
sity. It is high Unitarian authority. In this lexicon 
the word has but one definition ; of course, it is the pri- 
mary, literal one, if not the only one. It stands as fol- 
lows: "mncTTieton- — a sepulchre." At this point I am 
able to present Universalist authority. I have in my pos- 
session, a translation of the four Gospels, by Abner Enee- 
land, at the time of the translation, a Universalist minis- 
ter ; though afterward he became an atheist. Our text is 
thus rendered by him: "Wonder not at this; for the 
hour is coming, in which all that are in the ti)mbs shall 
hear his voice, and shall come forth ; they that have done 
good, to the resurrection of life ; and they that have done 
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evil to the retiurr^ction of condemnatidti.'^ Our reliable 
Unitarian authority renders the term mnemeion, ^' a sep- 
ulchre;" and our Universalist authority renders it 
" tombs." Different terms, but synonymous ; both indi- 
cating the literal abode of dead bodies. 

(2.) That this is the literal signification of the original, 
will be seen also from its use. In the Septuagint — the 
Greek version of the Old Testament, it is the original of 
the term "sepulchre," there used. Sarah, Abraham's 
•wife was dead, and he desired to obtain a burial place for 
her of the sons of Heth, And they said to him, " Hear 
us, my Lord. Thou art a mighty Prince among us : in 
the choice of our sepulchres (mnemeion) bury thy dead : 
none of us shall withhold from thee his sepulchre, {mne- 
fnnion) but that thou mayest bury thy dead." But Abra- 
ham asked them to " entreat Ephron, that he might give 
him the cave of Machpelah, for as much money as it was 
worth, for a possession of a burying place (mnemeion) 
among them." No doubt can exist, that mnemeion^ in 
these texts, signified the abode of dead bodies. 

In Gen. 35 : 19, 20, we read : " And Rachel died, and 
was buried, in the way to Ephrath, which is Bethle- 
hem. And Jacob set a pillar upon her grave [mnemeion) ; 
that is the pillar of Rachel's grave {mnemeion) unto this 
day." This quotation explicitly supports the assumption 
that the literal signification of the term mnemeiois, used 
in our text, is the abode of dead bodies. That, then, iis 
the primary signification, for the literal signification is, 
and must be, always the primary signification. 

I will quote some other texts, which I introduced in 
my first sermon, which show that the literal signification 
of the term rendered " graves " in the text, is the literal 
abode of dead bodies. Relative to Lazarus, it is said, 
John II : 17: ^'Then, when Jesus came, he found that 
he had lain in the grave (mnemeio) four days already." 
Again, 11 : 38 : "Jesus, therefore, again groaning in him- 
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self, cometh to the grave (mnemeion). It was a cave, 
and a stone lay upon it." Also, 12 : 17 : '^ The people, 
therefore, that was with him (Jesus) when he called 
Lazarus out of his grave {mnemeion), and raised him 
from the dead, bare record." It is proved by these quo- 
tations, and will not be disputed, that the literal, primary 
signification of the term graves in our text, is the literal 
abode of dead bodies. 

2. In continuing my argument, I remark, in the second 

place, THAT THE LITERAL, PRIMARY SIGNIFICATION OF THE 
TERM MUST BE RETAINED, .UNLESS ^' GOOD REASONS" ARE 

« 

OFFERED FOR CONSTRUING IT FIGURATIVELY. I havc already 
given this rule from Stuart. I will repeat it. " Every 
passage of scripture, or of any other book, is to be inter- 
preted as bearing its plain, and primary, and literal 
sense, unless good reason can be given why it should be 
tropically understood." Tropically means figuratively. 
Language is used tropically when it loses its plain, pri- 
mary, literal sense, and by accommodation is made to 
indicate something else, which in some respects resembles 
that which the language properly expresses. But the 
figurative sense is never to be presumed; the literal must 
be disproved by "good reasons" before it can be set 
aisde for the figurative. Stuart remarks, that this is " one 
of the plainest and most cogent of all the rules of herme- 
neutics " — i. e, explanation. The authority of Stuart is 
conclusive on such a question ,* but lest any should think 
otherwise, I will adduce other authorities. Sir William 
Blackstone lays it down as a rule of legal interpretation, 
" that the words of a law ar^ generally to be understood 
in their usual and most known signification, not so much 
regarding the proprieties of grammar, as their general 
and popular use." That the general and popular use of 
the term mnemeion was the literal abode of dead bodies, 
I have proved. It was the name of the sepulchre of 
Sarah, the wife of Abraham. It was the name of the 
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grave of Rachel, the favorite wife of Jacob. It was the 
name of the grave of Lazarus, often repeated. 

I find, upon a diligent examination, that the original 
term which is used in our text, namely, iifinemeionj occurs 
in the New Testament twenty-eight times ; twenty-seven 
times besides the one in our text ; and in every instance 
of the twenty-seven it must mean the literal abode of 
dead bodies. Now, can any man suppose that in the 
single instance of its use in our text, it drops the literal 
signification and assumes the figurative ? I cannot give 
all the texts in which it is found, but I will give all in 
which I find it used by the writer of the text, namely, 
John. They are as follows : 

John 11 : 17. " Then when Jesus came, he found that 
he [Lazarus] had lain. in the grave (mnemeid) four days 
already." 

V. 31. "The Jews then, which were in the house, 
and comforted her, when they saw Mary that she rose 
up hastily and went out, followed her, saying, she goeth 
to the grave [mnemeion] to weep there." 

V. 38. "Jesus, therefore, again groaning in himself, 
Cometh to the grave [mnemeion]. -^It was a cave^ and a 
stone lay upon it." 

12: 17: "The people therefore that was with him, 
when he called Lazarus out of his grave [mnemeion], 
bare record." 

6 : 28, 29. Our text, " The hour is coming, in the 
wjiich all that are in the graves [mnemeiois] shall hear 
his voice, and shall come forth." 

19:41,42. "Now in the place where he was cruci- 
fied there was a garden ; and in the garden a new sepul- 
chre [mnemeion], wherein was man never yet laid. There 
laid they Jesus therefore, because of the Jews' preparation 
day ; for the sepulchre [mnemeion] was nigh at hand." 

20 : 1. " The first day of the week cometh Mary 
Magdalen early, when it was yet dark, unto the sepulchre 
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(fimemeion) and seeth the stone taken away from the sep- 
ulchre" — (mnemeion.) 

2. " Then she runneth, and cometh to Simon Peter, 
and to the other disciple whom Jesus loved, and saith un- 
to them, They have taken away my Lord out of the sep- 
ulchre, (mnemeiofij) and we know not where they have 
laid him." 

3. '^ Peter therefore went forth, and that other disciple, 
and came to the sepulchre," — (mnemeion.) 

4. ''So they ran both together: and the other disciple 
did outrun Peter, and came first to the sepulchre," — (mne* 
mfeion, ) 

6. " Then cometh Simon Peter following him, and 
went into the sepulchre,"— (mnemefon.) 

8. " Then went in also that other disciple which came 
first to the sepulchre," — {mnemeion.) 

11. '' Mary stood without at the sepulchre, {mnemeion) 
weeping ; and as she wept, she stooped down and looked 
into the sepulchre,"— (myiewafon.) 

Thus, we see that John uses the original term, mn^ 
melon, eleven times ; and in ten of them it mitst mean 
the literal abode of dead bodies. Does it mean something 
else in the eleventh instance ; namely, in otir text, wiihr 
out the slightest intimation to that effect ?* Now mark : 
mnemeion signifies, literally, the abode of dead bodies ; 
and that signification is supported hy universal New Tes- 
tament usage. The term must be understood, thei^efore, to 
mean, in our text, the literal abode of dead bpdies, unless 
the contrary has been shown most clearly by my opponent. 
In support of this assumption I will quote one more au- 
thority of the highest character. ' Home's Introduction,' 
vol. 1, p. 326. The first rule' of interpretation given by 
him is as follows : 

' ' I ■ -I ■ I I III I I I I I I I M I I I. I I I ■ ■ 

* Extemporaneously I added, in substance, the following inquiry :•— 
What sane man would identify his hope of heaven with the truth of such 
an assumption ? 
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U ^' Ascertain the usus loquendi, or notion affixed to a 
word by the persons in general, by whom the language 
either is now, or formerly was spoken, and especially in 
the particular connection, [in the Gospel of John, in this 
case,] in which such notice is aiSlxed." 

2. "The received [i. e. the commonly received] signU 
fication of a word is to be retained, unless weighty and 
necessary reasons require that it should be abandoned or 
neglected." It is now time to inquire whether Mr. Cook 
has adduced such " reasons" in favor of setting aside the 
literal signification of the term " graves," in our text. If 
he has, then the resurrection referred to in our text is fig- 
urative. If he has not, then the literal meaning of the 
term graves remains, and the resurrection therefrom is lit- 
eral ; as there can be only a literal resurrection from liter- 
al graves. 

1. Here, then, I remark, that his first and main argu- 
ment in favor of setting aside the literal and common sig- 
nification of the term graves, is the assumption, that the 
resurrection of vers. 21, 25, was not literal, but figurative. 
I have proved that the resurrection of those verses was 
literal ; consequently, the whole weight of the context 
goes in favor of the literal meaning of our text. His as- 
sumption, then, is not true \ and, of course, cannot be a 
good reason for setting aside the literal signification of the 
text. It remains, then, till some better reason is offered. 

2. His second reason for setting aside the literal mean- 
ing of the text, is thus stated by himself: " In no other 
place in the New Testament is the resurrection spoken of 
in connection with graves."* The connection shows that 
he refers to the literal resurrection. This assumption falls 
to the ground by the force of the following considerations : 

I ■ ■ ■ 

*Here I remarked extemporaneously, that this argument weighed, with 
all its force, against Mr. Cook's main position, — that the resurreqtion 
hrought to view in the text, was the spiritual resurrection ; that never be- 
ing spoken of in the New Testament in connection with graves. 

7 
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''■■•• • • f I ' 

- • t . 

(1.) The. reaurrectioa of Jjazamswos certainly literal ; 
and it 13 certain^ly spob^n of in appnection with a grave.. 
I have already shpwu that Jphn u$es the term grave 
(mnem^on) four times. in ".connection" with the literal 
resurrection of Lazarus. John 12 : 17, is very explicit : 
" The. people, tlierefore, that was with him, [Jesus] when 
he called Leusarus out of the grave, bare record." Jesus 
^^ called Lazarus out of the grave.^^ Lazarus heard his 
voice And came forth. " The hour is coming, in the 
which alL that are in the graves shall hear his voice, and 
coipe forth." The literal resurrection of Lazarus, then, 
t/>a«> spoken of ia connection with a grave, as distinctly as 
thai of our text is. 

(8.) The resurrection of Jesus was literal; and it was 
spoken of in connection with a grave, (mnemeton) by all 
the evangelists. John, the writer of our text, uses the 
term mnemeipn — sepulchre, or grave — six times, in con- 
nection with the. literal, resurrection of Christ. And 

m^k: T9E LITERAL RESURRECTION OF ChRIST, IS THE 
GI^EAT TYPE OT THE LITERAL RESURRECTION OF THE DEAD ; 
AND IF , HIS, RESURRECTION IS SPOKEN OF IN CONNECTION 
W;TH a grave, then may the literal RESURRECTION 
QF ALL THE DEAD BE SPOKEN OF IN CONNECTION WITH 

GRAVES. This reason, ^hen, for setting aside the literal 
meaning of the text, is not a good reason ; and the literal 
construction still remains. 

. 3. Aqother assumption by which my opponent labored 
to set aside the Ijteral meaning of the text, was this : 

The resurrection and punishment referred to in the 
text, were to take place undpr the reign of Christ. 

The reign of Christ was to end before the literal resur- 
rection. 

Therefore this resurrection must take place before the 
literal resurrection, and could not be the literal resurrec- 
tion itself. 

I have thrown his argument into a syllogism, which 
gives it all its force. In reply to it, I remark : 
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1. I admit, cordially^ the leading proposition of tHe 
syllogism, viz : I'hat the iresurrection and' ^tmishmfent re- 

'' /erred to in the text, were to take place ntider the reign 
of Christ. ' 

2. I deny that the reign of Christ was to end before 
the literal resurrection. That he will cease to reign as 
Mediator the last thing befbre the litei^ resurrection, I 
allow ; but that he will then begin to reign as "The Mighty 
God, The Everlasting Father," is plain as light from 
the book of God. See Isa. 9: 6^ Of Christ it is said, 
" Unto us a child is born, unto us a son is given, tad 
the government shdll be upon his shoulders; and his 

*name shall be called Wonderful, Counsellor, the mighty 
God, the Everlasting Father, the Prince of Peace. Of 
the increase of his gcverriment and peace there shall be 

NO END." 

Luke 1 : 32, 33. '' He shall be great, and shall be 
called the son of the highest ; and the Lord God shall 
give unto him the throne of his father David t And he 
shall reign over the house of Jacob /orevcr; and of his 
Arfng-dom there shall be NO END." 

The assumption, then, that Christ is to cease to reign, 
is false, and therefore cannot be a good reason for setting 
aside the literal Etteaning of oilr text. It remains, then, 
if nothing better aippears. Indeed, the fact that Christ is 
to cease to be Mediator the last thing before the literal 
resurrection, is proof positive that the resurrection refer- 
red to in our text is that literal resurrectibn, as the fol- 
lowing syllogism will show. 

The resurrection to pimishment referred to in our text, 
is to take place under the reign of Christ as punishing 

JUDGE. 

As Mediator, seeking to reconcile man and God, he 
cannot bd punishing judge. • - - ■> 

Therefore the resurrection referred to in the text must 
take place after he has ceased to be Mediator. 



.^4 



52 

As Christ ceases to be Mediator the last thing before 
the literal resurrection^ a resurrection after he ceases to 
be Mediator, must be that literal resurrection. 

The resurrection of our text is to be after Christ ceases 
to be Mediator. 

Therefore it must be the literal resurrection. Thus do 
my opponent's arguments work against himself. 

4. My opponent's fourth argument against the literal 
construction of the text is, that '^ it makes a state of im- 
mortality to be a reward of works" — ^that is, the state of 
men in the coming world. He claims that no man will 
argue that. That, therefore, the resurrection to life can- 
not refer to a resurrection to immortality. This argu- 
ment, in a syllogism, is as follows : 

If no man will argue that a state of immortality is the 
reward of works, the resurrection of our text is not the 
literal resurrection. 

No man will thus argue. 

Therefore the resurrection of our text is not a literal 
resurrection. 

The fallacy of this assumption is in the second premise, 
for he knows that millions do thus argite, claiming that, 
" Blessed are they that do his commandments, that they 
may have right to the tree of life, and may enter in 
through the gates into the city. For without are dogs, 
and sorcerers, and whoremongers, and murderers, and 
idolaters, and whosoever loveth and maketh a lie." Rev. 
22 : 14, 16.* 

* In some extempore remarks here, i claimed that the assumption that 
salvation is a reward of works, does not conflict with the idea that it 
is a free gift* That is a free gift, for which the bestower receives no 
equivalent. For illustration. A father claims the service of his son till 
a given age, as a matter of right. By -the utmost diligence alid care, the 
son but meets that claim. Of course, he thereby originates no claim 
upon the father touching the future ; as simply meeting an old claim 
can never originate a new one. Now, then, at the age of twenty-one, 
the faiChful son and father are even. The son has no claim for any 
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This argument, then, cannot set aside the literal mean- 
ing of our text, for in one of its vital premises it is false. 
An argument must be made of truth to be a good reason 
for setting aside the literal construction of any text. 

I have in this argument labored to prove that the resur- 
rection referred to in our text is literal, from the force of 
the term "graven." 

I have shown that the primart meaning of the original 
term is the abode of dead bodies. I have also shown 
that in every instance in which I find it used in the New 
Testament, I fi^nd it retaining its literal meaning, unless 
the one instance in our text is an exception. 

I have shown that that cannot be taken for granted. 
That the literal signification of the term in the text must 
be retained till it is set aside by " good, weighty, neces- 
sary reasons." I have examined the reasons upon which 
my opponent depends to set aside the meaning of the 
term as it is used in our text. I have shown that each 
of those reasons is, or involves a false assumption. Of 
course, neither of them is a " good reason" for displacing 
the literal signification of the term graves, and it there- 
fore remaiils. And the resurrection of the text is proved 
to be the literal resurrection. 

3. The third Argument upon which I rely to prove 
that the resurrection brought to view in the text was the 

thing he has done, having only met existing claims ; yet the father may 
reward his fidelity hy giving him, on account of it, £fly thousand dollars. 
It is a reward of works ; and yet, as the giver receives no equivalent for 
it, it is a/rc6 gift on his part. So with the reward of eternal life which 
God bestows. When a man loves God with all his heart, and serves 
him to the extent of his powers, he only meets the existing claims 9f 
God ; does only his present duty ; consequently no claim on God touch- 
ing the future, for vabie by him received, can be originated by the most 
perfect obedience. And yet Gt>d may, and does, reward that obedience ; 
but as he receives nd equivalent for the reward, it is a perfectly free gifl 
on his part, designed, not as the payment of a debt, but as an expression 
of his infinite satisfaction with obedience. 
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literal resurrection, was stated as follows in my first 
sermon : 

*'It can mean nothing else." 

(1.) // cannot mean a spiritual resurrection, I wish 
to make this very clear, though I must be brief upon it 
At this point my opponent m>akes his stand; claiming 
what I deny, that the resurrection of our text is spiritual 
He says, relative to it, " the resurrection here mentioned 
is a moral resurrection." That by a *' mora/ resurrec- 
tion," he means nothing different from a spiritual resur- 
rection, is plain from the fact that he represents it as a 
resurrection from " spiritual death.^^ Of verses 24, 25, 
which he claims are parallel with our text, he says : " The 
dead, then, in these verses, are the spiritually dead, — 
the resurrection a m^oral resurrection." Nor do we disa- 
gree relative to what " spiritual resurrection " is. I de- 
fine it to be " that change of heart and life by which a 
person who has been dead in sin becomes a sincere 
Christian^ That this is what he means by a moral 
resurrection appears thus. After saying, " the dead are 
the spititu^lly dead, the resurrection a moral resurrec- 
tion," without the intervention of a word he adds : " Dr. 
Barnes confirms this position. He says, on verse 24, 
' Has passed over from a state of spiritual death to the 
life of the Christian." Mr. Cook also makes spiritual 
resurrection an ^* effect of belief." In this^ too, we are 
agreed. 

Against the assumption that the resurrection spoken of 
in the text is spiritual, I remark, the subjects of the 
resurrection brought to view in it are divided into two 
classes, those who have done good, and those who have 
done evil. Now, if I can show that neither class can be 
spoken of in the text as experiencing a spiritual resurrec- 
tion, it will follow that the resurrection of the text is not 
spiritual. 

I remark, then, 1. The first class brough to view can- 
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not be spoken of in the text as experiencing a spiritual 
resurrection, for they are not, before this resurrection, in 
the state presupposed by a spiritual resurrection. The 
state pre-supposed by a spiritual resurrection, is a state of 
'^ death in trespasses and sins." But this class of persons, 
clearly, are not in that state. They are righteous ; truly 
" good." For they that do good, are good. " A tree is 
known by its fruits." This argument, in a syllogistic 
form, is as follows : 

The spiritual resurrection pre-supposes all its subjects 
dead in sin before it takes place. 

The resurrection brought to view in the text does not 
pre-suppose all its subjects thus dead in sin. 

Therefore the resurrection brought to view in the text 
cannot be the spiritual resurrection. 

2. The second class brought to view in the text is the 
wicked, — those who " have done eviV^ That they are 
not spoken of in the text as experiencing a spiritiial 

resurrection, is obvious from the fact, that the state to 

"1 ■ • 

which they are introduced by the resurrection which is 
brought to view in the text, is not the same with that 
to which men are introduced by the spiritual resurrection. 
Let us then inquire, 

1. To what state are men brought by the spiritual 
resurrection ? I assume explicitly the following answer. 
A state in which there is " wo condemnation.^^ 

Of this class it is said, in Gal. 6 : 23, '^ Against such 
there is no law." In Rom. 8: 1, it is said, "There is^ 
therefore, npw no condemnation to them who are in Christ 
Jesus." But let me fix your attention on John 6: 24; 
and bear in mind, Mr. Oook and myself fully agree that 
this text refers to the spiritual resurrection only. " Veri- 
ly, verily, I say unto you. He that heareth my word, and 
believeth on him that sent me, hath everlasting life, and 
SHALL NOT COME INTO CONDEMNATION, but 
is passed from death unto life." Two points are fully 
sustained by this text. 
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(1.) That those who believe, expenence the spiritual 
resurrection, and thns become tnie Christians. 

(2.) That in the state to which this resurrection intro- 
duces its subjects, there is no condemnation. The dis- 
junctive conjunction, butj here used, disjoins all condem- 
nation, and the state of those who have passed from death 
unto life, leaving the latter entirely free from condenmation. 

2. In the second place, to what state the resurrection 
referred to in our text introduces the latter doss of its sub- 
jects. It introduces them to a state of condemnation. 
Mark the language : "The hour is coming, in the which all 
that are in the graves shall hear his voice, and shall come 
forth ; * * they that have done evil, unto the resurrection 
of DAMNATION." Condemnation, in ver. 24, and damnation, 
ver. 29, are the same term in the original ; one being the 
accusative singular, and the other the genitive singular, 
of the same term, viz : krisis. This argument, too, I 
shall reduce to a syllogism : 

A resurrection which introduces all its subjects into a 
state in which there is NO condemnation, cannot be the 
same with a resurrection which introduces part of its sub- 
jects to a state in which there IS condemnation. 

The spiritual resurrection introduces all its subjects in- 
to a state in which there is NO condemnation ; whereas, 
the resurrection referred to in our text, introduces part of 
its subjects to a state in which there IS condemnation. 

Therefore, the spiritual resurrection^ and the resurrec- 
tion referred to in our text, are not the same. THE 
RESURRECTION OP THE TEXT CANNOT, 
THEN, BE THE SPIRITUAL RESURRECTION. 
This conclusion is powerfully supported by Dan. 12 : 2. 
" And many of them . that sleep in the dust of the 
earth shall awake, some to everlasting life, and some to 
shame and everlasting contempt." Mr; Cook insists that 
this is the parallel of my text. / think so. But how 
does it agree with his assumption, that the resurrection of 
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our text is spiritual ? This cahvot be apirituaL ALL 
the subjects of a spiritual resurrection are thereby freed 
from a state of condemnation. A part of the subjects of 
this resurrection (Dan. 12: 2) awake ^o condemnation, 
even ^' to shame and everlasting contempt." Therefore 
this cannot be the spiritual resurrection. I know Mr. 
Cook claims, that Bush makes it and our text spiritual. 
To this I will reply, 

1. Forty Bushes could not make a resurrection " to 
shame and everlasting contempt," the same with a resur- 
rection to a state of no condemnation. 

2. Bush rejects the literal resurrection entirely. This 
Mr, C. should have told his congregation. But he [Bush] 
makes our text, and per consequence, Dan. 12 : 2, to 
teach the literal resurrection io all who believe in such 
resurrection. On our text he says : " This is undoubt- 
edly the strongest passage in the New Testament in favor 
of the common view of the resurrection ;" *. e. in favor 
of the literal resurrection. Now, admitting Bush as au- 
thority, you must either admit that the text teaches the 
literal resurrection, or deny that it is taught in the New 
Testaiiient. Which horn of this dilemma will my oppo- 
nent choose ? Put Mr. Cook and Bush together. 

Mr. Cook. — The New Testament does teach the literal 
resurrection of the dead. 

Bush. — " This is undoubtedly the strongest passage in 
the New Testament in favor of the literal resurrection." 

Therefore, this passage does teach the literal resurrec- 
tion. 

Mr. Cook must throw away himself, or throw away 
Bush, or admit that the text teaches the literal resurrec- 
tion. Whidi will he do ? The second, I presume. 

(2.) In proof that the resurrection brought to view in 
our text can be nothing but a literal resurrection, I r^ 
marky in the sbqond plac^ taat it was not a political 
RVsveRAjiON. There is one text in which a politicfd 

8 
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restoration is spoken of under the figure of a resurrec- 
tion. I refer to Ezekiel 37 : 12, 14. " Therefore proph- 
esy, and say unto them, thus saith theXiord God, Behold, 
I will open your graves, and cause you to come up out of 
your graves, and bring you into the land of Israel. And 
ye shall know that I am the Lord when I have opened 
your graves, O ! my people, and brought you up out of 
your graves ; and shall put my spirit in you and ye shall 
live ; and I will place you in your own land : then shall 
ye know that I the Lord have spoken it, and performed 
it, saith the Lord." 

This is generally supposed to be a promise of the resto- 
ration of the Jews from the Babylonish captivity. I will 
give you Dr. Clarke's comment upon verse 12. 

^^ I will open your graves,^ Here is a pointed allusion 
to the general resurrection ; a doctrine properly credited 
and understood by the Jews, and to which our Lord 
refers, John 5 : 25, 28, 29. The hour is coming when 
they that are in their graves shall hear his voice and 
come forth. 

^^ And cause you to come up out of your graves] I am 
determined that ye shall be restored, so that were you 
even in your graves, as mankind at the general resurrec- 
tion, yet my all-powerful voice shall call you forth." 

Of the general design of the vision, Clarke says : " This 
vision of the dry bones was designed, ^rs^, as an emblem 
of the then wretched state of the Jews. Secondly, of the 
general resurrection of the body." 

But, obviously, the resurrection of our text could not 
be a political restoration ; for a political resurrection is 

NOT A RESURRECTION TO DAMNATION. My Opponent, hoW- 

ever, does not contend for a political resurrection as being 
indicated by the text, and his quoting Ezek. 37 : 12, 14, 
as if it were parallel with the text, only shows that he is 
confused upon the subject, and not quite willing to rest 
upon the assumption that it teaches a spiritual resurrec- 
tion. Who can wonder ? 
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We have now proved that the resurrection of our text 
must be the literal resurrection, from the fact that it can 
mean nothing else ; neither a spiritual resurrection nor a 
political one. Mr. Cook attempts to find a fulfilment of 
the text in the destruction of Jerusalem. His claim is, 
that the resurrection and damnation taught in the text 
were " made visible to all nations in the destruction of 
the old Jewish church and polity." It seems to me, that 
he must fly to this resort as mere matter of habit, since it 
involves him in terrible absurdity. 

1. He claims that the resurrection taught in our text 
was spiritual. That it was passing into possession of the 
character of the true Christian. 

2. He claims that the subjects of this resurrection 
were to be free from the judgment which came upon the 
unbelieving Jews. This is his language : " But hear 
Dr. Clarke on ver. 21, 26. He clearly favors our views. 
Read Clarke. Notice that he gives as first meaning 24, 
* the judgment which shall speedily come on the unbe- 
lieving Jews.' " This, then, Mr. Cook claims as his view, 
that the subjects of the spiritual resurrection were not to 
be subject to the destruction which befell the great por- 
tion of the Jews. 

3. ^ He claims that the "all" who should be the sub- 
jects of this resurrection was " the whole body of the 
Jewish people.^^ The whole body of the Jewish peo- 

JPLE, then, were to BECOME TRUE CuRflSTlANS BY THIS 
SPIRITUAL RESURRECTION. 

4. Having become true Christians, and free from 

CONDEMNATION TO DESTRUCTION IN JeRUSALEM's OVER- 
THROW, THE GREAT MASS OF THEM WERE TO 
BE DESTROYED THEREIN. This spiritual resur- 
rection, by which they should " all " become Christians, 
and free from condemnation, should " issue in their con- 
demnation, to fall among them that fall, and to take their 
share in all the bitterness of the calamities that were 
hastening to involve their country." 
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There are two stiange things io this explanation. 

1. That ''all" the Jewish people weie to become 
Christians. 

2. That| having become sachy the great majority of 
them were to be destroyed. Bat to such absurdities are 
men led who attempt to set aside the plain word of God. 
And yet Mr. C. says : " This exposition leaves every part 
of the subject in perfect harmony with itself." If 4/m 
be harmony J what would discord be ? The fact that an 
effort to set aside the literal signification of the text leads 
to such contradictions, is proof that it cannot be set 
aside — ^that it must be retained. 

Dr. Clarke does make the subjects of the spiritual 
resurrection to be free from all condemnation, in this 
world and the next, including, of course, m the case of 
the believing Jews, the condenmation to destruction with 
their city and polity. His note is as follows : 

'' 24. He that heareth my word.] My doctrine, and 
believeth on him that sent me — ^he who credits my divine 
mission, that I am come to give light and life to the 
world by my doctrine and death, hath eternal life — ^tha 
seed of this life is sown in his heart the moment he 
believes ; and shall not come into condemnation ; eis 
krisin, into judgment — that which will speedily come 
on this unbelieving race ; and that which will overwhelm 
the wicked in the great day." 

The nearest was spoken of first, of course. But how 
does this accord with the idea that the great portion of 
the subjects of this resurrection were to be destroyed by 
the very judgment from which they were free. A 
tnati that can swallow such contradictions can be a 
Universalist well enough. 

4. My fourth argument, in proof that the resurrection 
of the text is the literal resurrection, is as follows : The 
Savior would not have used such language if he had 

NOT designed to BE UNDERSTOOD AS MEANING THE LITERAL 

resurrection. He knew. 
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(1.) That the terms he used primarilff signified that. 

(2.) That as they were generally used they expressed 
that. 

(3^) Consequently I he knew that he would be under- 
stood to mean that. 

(4.) Therefore, as an honest teacher, he would not 
have used it unqualifiedly, as he did, if he had not meant 
the literal resurrection. He did, then, refer to the literal 
remirrection of the dead in our text. 

I have thus proved conclusively, that the resurrection 
brought to view in John 5: 28, 29, (the text,) was, and is 

THE LITERAL RESURRECTION OF THE DEAD OF *' ALL" THE 

DEAD ; and as it is agreed that there was to be punish- 
ment after the resurrection brought to view in this text, 
it must be admitted that there will be punishment after 
the literal resurrection of the dead, and beyond the medi' 
atorial reign of Christ, but under his reign as reward- 
ing JUDGE. 

5. My last argument in proof of the assumption that 
there will be punishment after the literal resurrection, was 
as follows : 

^^ Those who are claimed as Universalists in the 

PRIMITIVE church BELIEVED IN PUNISHMENT AFTER THE 

literal RESURRECTION." In his reply, Mr. Cook tacitly 
admitted it ; yea, more ; that from the days of Christ and 
his apostles up to A. D. 1818, no man could be iiamed, 
who rejected the doctrine of future punishment — ^punish- 
ment after the literal resurrection. Can that be true, (as 
it doubtless is) and the Savior and his apostles have been 
of the no future punishment stamp ? Certainly not. 
They must have left the impression of their sentiments 
for centuries daguerreotyped upon the mind and heart of 
the church ; and that they should have rejected the doc- 
trine of future punishment, and there not be a trace of 
any other's rejecting it for centuries, is an absolute m^ral 
impossibility^ 
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If the primitive church universally held the sentiment 
that there will be punishment beyond the literal resurrec- 
tion, so did the apostles. 

The primitive church did universally hold the senti- 
ment that there will be punishment after the Literal resur- 
rection. 

The apostles, therefore must have held the same senti- 
ment. 

The conclusion must be that it is trde.* I can- 
not here argue the question of the duration of future pun- 
ishment, farther than to say, that as the life to which the 
resurrection of the good conducts, is allowed to be endless, 
it seems a natural inference, that the damnation which is 
its opposite is endless, too. Mr. Lester agreed to admit, 
that punishment will be fendless, if it should be prov- 
ed to exist after the Jiteral resurrection. That, I think, 

"To (be asBumplion that th'ia argument is equally forcible as proof that 
all will ultimately be saved, I offered a.n unwiitten reply, in substance as 
follows 1 

It ia dot true for the following reasons : 

1. If Origen held the doctrine of the final restoration of all souls, he 
held it in opposition to the great majority of the ministry and church of 
hil own day ; whereas he held the doctrine of punishment after the res- 
turection, in coiumou with the whole church. 

2. If he held the doctrine of the restoration of all souls, he held it in 
opposition to the uniform sentiment of the whole church for the first hun- 
dred and filly years of its existence ; whereas, he held the doctrine of 
punishment aAer the resurrection, in common with the church of Ihat 
ptriod. Hosea Ballou Sd says, of the Sybilline Oracles, dated A. D. 150, 
"They contain the earliest explicit declaration extant, of a restoration 
frcm the torments of hell." Of these books he says, "They were 
forged ; " brinighl forth in iniquity," 

Certainly, the fact— if it is a fact, (which ia doubted), that Origen, and 
gome others of the third ecnluTy, held the doctrine of universal restora- 
tion, in common with a ^'forgery," which was " brought forth in iniqui- 
ty," and in opposition to the general sentiment of the church of bis own 
day, niid to the uni/orm sentiment of the whole church up to A. D. 150, 
is not as cooD ktidence of its truth, as their holding the doctrine of 
[juniehment after the resurrection, in common with those of his own age, 
and VFith all who had preceded him, is of its truth. The oaaea are far 
enough from being parallel. 
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has been proved ; and the other should therefore be ad- 
mitted. I will conclude with a brief notice of commen- 
tators : — 

Mr. Cook introduced Cappe, in two respects, very ex- 
ceptionably. 1. As a very popular commentator. I have 
not been able to find his name, even, out of a single Uni- 
versalist book ; not even in the ' Encyclopedia of Relig- 
ious Knowledge,' or the * Americana Encyclopedia,' in 
13 large vols. ; and as for his commentaries, I have never 
met a book bearing his name, and I seriously doubt wheth- 
er Mr. Cook ever did, or one of our hearers. 2. He was 
introduced in a manner which, I think, made the impres- 
sion that he was an accredited orthodox author. Where- 
as he was not, but was obviously a Restorationist, con- 
trolled, of course, in his criticism, by rules of exegesis, 
which no orthodox would allow. 

He also introduced " Bush on the Resurrection ;" this, 
too, was exceptionable for two reasons. 1. Bush was 
not a Presbyterian in sentiment, on the question of the 
resurrection, when he wrote his book, which Mr. Cook 
should know. 2. Mr. Cook himself, rejects as fallacious, 
the principles of explanation which bring Mr. Bush into 
conflict with me. He brings those principles to bear 
against me, as if he regarded them true, and then rejects 
them because they would annihilate the doctrine of the 
literal resurrection itself, and thus destroy the foundation 
of the Universalists' faith in Christianity. 

I have already shown that he wholly misrepresents Dr. 
Clarke ; and you should remember it, and place no confi- 
dence in any professed quotations as being just, till you 
see them for yourself, in the book from which they are 
professedly taken. 

Dr. Barnes was introduced in a note on ver. 24, which 
was well enough, if it did not make the impression that it 
was upon the text. Of the 29th verse Barnes says: 
" That this refers to the future judgment, and not to any 
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thing that takes place in this life, is clear." One evidence 
he gives is in the following words : ^' He [Christ] speaks 
of those who are in their graves, evidently referring to the 
dead. Sinners ^re sometimes said to be dead in sin, but 
sinners are not said to be in a grave. This is applied in 
the Scriptures ONLY TO THOSE WHO ARE DE- 
CEASED." Finally, 1 remark, that Mr. Cook most 
adroitly, yet most impressively, claimed Wesley as a Uni- 
versalist. It is utter misrepresentation. I will in- 
troduce an extract from his sermon on "Hell." Of the 
lost he says : " Every instant of their duration, it may 
be said of their whole frame, that they are 

*■ Tremblingly aliye aU o*er, 

And smart and agonize at every pore.' 

And of this duration THERE IS NO END." 

Let me add the apostolic injunction : " Be not de* 

ceived, God is not mocked, for what a man soweth that 

shall he also reap. 

He that soweth to the flesh, shall of the flesh reap cor* 

ruption, and he that soweth to the spirit shall of the spirit 

reap life everlasting." 

LET US NOT GO DOWN TO THE GRAVE 

IN SIN, LEST WE COME FORTH THEREFROM 

AT LAST TO "DAMNATION;" YEA, "TO 

SHAME AND EVERLASTING CONTEMPT." 



PREFACE. 
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The circumstances leading to the discussion of the (oU 
lowing subject^ I have stated in part, in the preface to my 
first sermon. We will add here, that we attended the first 
meeting held at Mr. Lester's, with the design of taking notes of 
the discourse ; and if in our opinion, it became necessary, to ask 
the privilege of giving a public reply to the same. Universalists, 
and the doctrines of Universal ism were among the prominent 
topics of the sermon, and the arguments seemed to me to de- 
mand a reply. Col. Wales was present, and at the close of Mr. 
Latham's discourse, arose and remarked, that he had discovered 
me in the audience, and that it would be gratifying to him, and 
perhaps to others, to hear from '' the other side of the question." 
We readily consented to give our views, and the following eve- 
ning was fixed upon for the reply. Afler this, some little time 
elapsed before arrangements were made for each of us to preach 
again upon the same text. The following discourse was preach- 
ed from ** short notes," or, was about onc'third written, when 
delivered. In preparing it for the press, we have endeavored to 
retain the train of thought and phraseology expressed in our ex- 
temporaneous remarks. Not a single point, nor argument has 
been changed. One or two new ones, which, in my great hur- 
ry of preparation, (having only one day, whereas my brother had 
nearly two weeks,) were overlooked in Mr. Latham's sermon, 
have been introduced with a brief notice. We may here also 
remark, that the following reply necessarily involves much rep- 
etition, as the last sermon of my opponent embodied his Jirst ; 
and as we have been obliged to notice many of the same argu- 
ments first introduced, brought forward again in his review, to 
sustain a position as the basis of his sermon, different from the 
one he first assumed. With the hope of doing good, we submit 
our effort to sustain the cause of truth, to the careful and pray- 
erful consideration of an enlightened public. 

J. M. COOK. 
9 



DISCOURSE. 



TEXT^-nMuS: SB, 99; Maetbl hot at th»: poe thb hooe tt ookiro, m the 

WHICH AJUL THAT ABE IR THB OBATBI IHAU. HBAE HI! TOICB, aWP SHAIX COMB 

pobth; thbt that rate doitb good, vhto the bsivbbsctioe or lipb: aito thet 

YHAT hate DOWB BTIL, VHTO THE EEIUBBBCTIOH OP DAMHATIOIT. 

We have assembled, this evening, to discuss a great 
and an important question— one that involves interests 
and hopes dear and sacred to every heart. We have not 
met to show our wisdom, nor learning, but to inquire af- 
ter truth. Jesus, then, must be our pattern — the res- 
urrection, the life, and the truth. Let us commence. 
We remarked in our first reply, that it must not be expected 
that we should answer all the irrelevant arguments, and 
incidental remarks made by my opponent in his first ef- 
fort. We shall adopt the same course this evening, 
touching, however, every point having any bearing upon 
the main question. You will remember, that there was 
a vast amoimt of repetition in the discourse last evening ; 
a continually going over of the same ground ; arguing, 
as it were, in a circle. We furnished Mr. Latham with 
a copy of our notes in reply to his first sermon, nearly 
two weeks ago. He has probably studied them in pre- 
paring his, ever since. We have had only since last eve- 
ning, to examine and prepare our notes in reply to his dis- 
course, of nearly three hours in length. 

Bro. Latham commenced with the repetition of this 
proposition : " Will there be punishment after the res- 
urrection ?" As his four indirect remarks, or statements 
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had no bearing upon the main proposition to be discuss- 
ed, we shall pass them without further notice. " Be it 
then remembered," says my opponent, " that thus far we 
are agreed." "1. That there is a literal resurrection of 
the dead. 2. That a resurrection of some kind is brought 
to view in the text. 3. That there is punishment spoken 
of in connection with it." 

After stating this agreement, my brother came to 
the direct question : '^ Is the resurrection here 

MENTIONED, THE LITERAL RESURRECTION OF THE DEAD ?" 

He assumed the affirmative. We take the negative. 
Here, then, is the issue. The arguments adduced to 
prove the affirmative were, — 1. The fact that it ap- 
pears but an extension of the one brought to view in 
vers. 21, 25. This we admit. In passing this admission, 
Bro. Latham remarked, ^* Mr. Cook overdoes, in stating 
this argument." But he failed to show wherein; nor 
could he, because his whole argument, in both discours- 
es, is against the assertion. We stated, " that his first 
argument used to prove a literal resurrection, was the 
fact that it is an extension, !fc. ;" while he claimed to 
have said, that it only " appeared^'* to be an extension ; i. 
e. to him. But who, that heard his arguments, will not 
agree that he labored at every point, to prove that it not 
only " appeared^"* but that it in reality was an extension 
of a literal resurrection ? To support the doctrine of " ex- 
tension^'^ vers. 21, 25, 29, were read in connection. This, 
however, only proved what we have already admitted, 
viz ; that our Lord only spoke of one kind of resurrection 
from ver. 21 — 29. Of vers. 26, 27, it was said, that ** the 
thread of the discourse was here broken, to introduce the 
basis of a claim so high." Without admitting that " the 
thread of the discourse was broken," at this point, we may 
remark, that Jesus evidently had been laboring to show, 
that he had power to reward the believer ; to impart lifie 
to the morally dead; and he uttered the words of 
ver. 26, to show from what source he derived this power. 
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He designed, further, not only to explain, that " the Fa- 
ther" had given him power to impart spiritual life to the 
believer in his doctrine, but that he had clothed him with 
" authority to execute judgment also," upon the unbe- 
liever. He speaks of life, ver. 26 — of condemnation^ 
ver. 27. He refers to God, not only to show where he 
received the life which he gave to those who had " done 
goodj^^ but to impress upon the minds of his hearers the 
still more important fact, that the same Supreme Being 
had given " him authority to execute judgment also, up- 
on those who had " done evil" The language itself 
clearly sustains this remark. Vers. 26, 27. ''For as the 
Father hath life in himself, so hath he given the Son to 
have life in himself And hath given him authority to 
EXECUTE JUDGMENT ALSO, bccausc hc is the Son of 
Man :" i. e. as God had given him power to raise the be- 
liever to life, so had he, also, (or in addition) given him 
power to raise the unbeliever to judgment or condemn 
nation. 

1. The great question then is, " Is the resurrec- 
tion OF VERS. 21, 25, A resurrection of the lit- 
erally DEAD ?" This question was argued at some length 
in my first reply ; but as it was made the basis of the 
whole subject, we may be allowed to notice it still far- 
ther in the present discourse. We say the basis, because 
the main object in the first sermon of my opponent, was 
to prove that Christ had raised the dead ; that he referred 
to such resurrection in vers. 21, 26 ; and as the one in 
vers. 28, 29, was but an extension of the same ; the first 
being literal, therefore the last must be also. But he en- 
tirely ABANDONED the basis of this position in his last dis- 
course, as we shall be able to show. To prove, howev- 
er, that these verses teach a literal resurrection, he argued, 
1. That the term "dead" must be understood as retain- 
ing its literal sense, till such sense is disproved. Prof. 
Stuart was here quoted to establish a rule or law of ex- 
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planation. The quotation was as follows : '^ Every pas- 
sage of Scripture, or any other book, is to be interpreted 
as bearing its plain, and primary, and literal sense, unless 
good reason can be given why it should be tropically un- 
derstood." This we admit. And we shall endeavor to 
show that the plain and primary meaning of these passa- 
ges under discussion, is figurative. Of the term *' deacP^ 
we shall speak in its proper place. 

2. The second argument to sustain a literal resurrec- 
tion, was, that Christ spake of it as a greater act than 
healing a man who had been a cripple thirty-eight years. 
Bro. Latham says, " That the literal resurrection spoken 
of in vers. 21, 25, was a literal resurrection of dead bod- 
ies, T argued in the second place from the fact that it was 
spoken of as a greater act," &c. Now mark the phrase- 
ology in this quotation. My opponent said that we over^ 
done, when we stated, in our first discour&e, his second 
argument, in almost precisely the same language, because 
we gave it in a positive form, when he wanted to be un- 
derstood as hesitating. Though he professes to be some- 
thing of a grammarian, yet we think it will puzzle him 
to detect the design of misrepresentation, when his lan- 
guage is compared with ours. This second argument 
my brother said we did not notice. We acknowledge it* 
But no person can mistake the reason. It was irrele- 
vant ; it had not the slightest bearing upon the question. 
We admit that the resurrection mentioned in the text, 
would appear to the Jews, when they experienced it, as a 
greater act than the healing of a lame man. But this by 
no means proves ; that, as the healing of a lan.e man was 
a literal act, therefore, because a resurrection is spoken of 
in the same chapter, that must of necessity be a literal 
resurrection. Such is the strange reasoning which my 
brother is forced to adopt. Would it not have been well 
for him, had he practiced Prof Stuart's rule of explana- 
tion, on this point. The plain, primary sense of the Ian- 
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guage containing the miracle of healing the lame man, is 
literal. The plain, natural sense of the language of vers. 
21, 25, 18 Jigurative. 

3. His third argument was, that the resurrection was 
a work '^ that was to be made visible to them, as was the 
act of healing the impotent man." This we admit. But 
it does not necessarily involve the doctrine of a literal res- 
urrection. If it was to be made as visible to them, as the 
miracle of healing had been, then it must take place in 
this life. Here appears the first syllogism of my oppo- 
nent. To me, it is a strange jargon of words, without 
point or meaning. It was said, '' that a moral resurrec* 
tion would not cause the enemies of Christ to marvel, 
while a literal one would produce this effect." Whoever 
is familiar with the New Testament, knows, that even 
the preaching of Jesus, as he set forth the impartiality 
and goodness of God, and manifested the reforming ener- 
gies of his own doctrine, had a wonderful effect upon his 
enemies. On a certain occasion, where many of the 
wise and learned of that age, had assembled, to test, not 
only the divinity of his mission, but the principles of that 
sublime theory of religion, which he taught, after silencing 
their vain attempts, by showing them that they " did err, 
not knowing the Scriptures, nor the power of God ;" the 
sacred historian informs us, that '' thet were astonished 
AT HIS doctrine" ! Evcry miracle that Ohrist performed ; 
every change which he wrought in the moral or physical 
condition of mankind, caused his enemies to marvel. A 
moral resurrection — the raising of the spiritually dead to 
life, through faith in the Gospel, did cause his enemies to 
marvel. And it causes sinners to be astonished even 
now. It was said, that '^ we were cautious, in passing 
this argument without any comment, thereby showing our 
acquaintance with the principle of the old adage, that 
* Discretion is the better part of valor.' " We think that 
we shall be able, ere we close, to show that our brother 
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was not altogether uruicqtiainted with this kind of couf" 
age. But what connection, or analogy is there between 
the act of healing a lame man, and the final resurrection 
of the dead ? No analogy whatever. And who would 
think of drawing an argument from such a fact, to prove 
the resurrection of the literally dead ? No man, save my 
opponent, unless driven by the force of truth, as he evi- 
dently has been, entirely away from the light of 
reason and Revelation. We admit that our Lord per-* 
formed many miracles of healing the sick, the lame, and 
the blind, and that these miracles were made visible to 
his enemies ; but do they prove punishment beyond the 
mediatorial reign of Christ ? Not at all. Were we not 
justified, then, in passing this argument as entirely irrele- 
vant ? Nor is this all ; it was a mere repetition of his 
second argument. 

4. The fourth argument to prove a literal resurrection 
was stated thus-*-" It was according tofact.^^ This was 
not an argument, but it was assuming the very point that 
was to be proved. By examining this assumption, we 
find decisive proof that we did not misrepresent our 
brother, as we were charged of doing upon this point. 
He said that '*Mr. Cook misrepresented me at this point.^^ 
This is a serious charge. But is it true ? Had my brother 
good reasons for saying that we misrepresented him ? Let 
his own arguments testify. What did we say touching 
this point ? Our language was as follows : " It was as- 
sumed that * the dead,^ ver. 26, referred to those persons 
who had been raised by the miraculous power of Christ, ^^ 
To this he replies, " By no means." Here he entirely 
abandons the ground, which he made the basis ^ as it 
were, of his first discourse, viz : " that Christ had 
RAISED SOME OP THE DEAD, therefore, the literal resurrec 
tion was ** according to pact." He saw that the posi- 
tion could not be sustained, and therefore, in his second 
discourse, he argued directly the reverse, viz : ^' that 
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V6r. 25 referred to ' the dead ' ii^Aom Christ would luise.*' 
Now take the language of his fourth argument, and com- 
pare it with this new position ; that ver. 26 referred to 
those whom Jesus would raise, at no distant period. He 
said that this verse taught a Uterdl resurrection, because 
^< it was according to fact.^* It certainly could not he a 
fact, unless such fact existed when the language was 
uttered. What constitutes a fact ? Webster says, "iln 
act ; a deed; an effect produced or achieved; an event. 
Reality, truthJ*^ Hence to the mind, no deed, nor thing 
becomes a fact, till the evidence is reduced to reality. If 
our Lord, then, vers. 21, 25, referred to something future, 
or that had no existence till the deed was produced, it 
had not yet become a fact. No act of raising the dead 
jjridr to this conversation, had been performed. There- 
fore, a literal resurrection of some of the dead, was not a 
fact, Christ was to be raised from the dead ; but his 
literal resurrection was not reduced to a fact, till he had 
risen. That I did not misrepresent my brother is evident 
from the proof which he brings forward to sustain this 
position. He refers to the miracles, of raising "the 
daughter of Jainis ; the son of the widow of Nain, and 
Lazarus." These he contended were facts, and that 
Christ appealed to them, in ver. 21, 25. But these mira- 
cles had not been performed when this conversation oc- 
curred, therefore, the literal resurrection of those persons 
was not then a fact. This argument will hold good, and 
was urged against rendering the resurrection literal; in 
vers. 28, 29, as founded upon the doctrine of " extension.^^ 
Because, if the resurrection in the text, be an extension of 
the one in the preceding verses, and no literal resurrection 
had taken place to which the latter could refer, both must 
be understood as spiritual. Thus my brother refutes his 
own argument, and in so doing, admits what we have 
aBsserted from the commencement, that Christ bad no^ 
raiaed any of the dead ; that the literal resurrection was 

10 
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not a fact, which could be appealed to, as a matter of 
wonder and astonishment to the Jews. We have spoken 
thus far, on the repetition of the arguments used in the 
first division of my brother's first sermon. 

1. He then came to aii examination of our ailment 
to prove that the text teaches a moral resurrection. My 
brother says : ^' Mr, Cook assumed that it was a moral 
or figurative resurrection, and his first argument is thus 
stated by himself: ^The langufige vers, 21, 25, is in the 
present tense, not the future.^ ^^ In reply to this it was 
observed, '^ that there is nothing more common in the use 
of language than the employment of the present tense, 
including both the past and the /u^ure." We admit that 
verbs are sometimes so used in the scriptures. To prove, 
what no living man denies, a long time was consumed in 
quoting scripture. But my opponent observes, ^^Now we 
admit that the verbs used in the i\st verse, are 4n the 
present tense.' ^ Here we may have an opportunity of 
testing his grammatical knowledge, and see how it ac- 
cords with his professed learning and ability. Mark the 
admission. If the verbs, '' raiseth and quickeneth,'' de- 
fine present time, the resurrection must be understood as 
THEN TAKING PLACE. We admit that the same resurrec- 
tion extended into the future. But the question is, had 
it then commenced ? If the words " raiseth and quick- 
eneth," have any meaning, if they denote, or specify any 
time, such resurrection had commenced, or they could 
not be used in the present tense, as admitted. Therefore, 
the conclusion is inevitable, that, as the resurrection here, 
was spoken of as a present event, as something then 
taking place, and as none of the literally dead had been 
raised, it must mean a moral besurrection. But it was 
argued that the verbs, vers. 21, 26, were " thrown into 
the future tense." My brother must have seen that the 
force of his admission proved too much for his cause ; 
and hence he evidently wished to annul it, by trying to 
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make it appear tbat the jmain period of time referred to, 
was not present, but future. We shall soon witness one 
of his exercises in grammar. After quoting the 25th 
ver., " Verily, verily, I say unto you, the hour is coming, 
and now is, when the dead shall hear the voice of the 
Son of God, and they that hear shall live ;" he asks, 
what tense '^ shall hear " and " shall live " are in ? As 
though the time specified must be determined by these 
verbs alone. And then to make it appear that we were 
ignorant of their grammatical construction, he answers, 
" Mr. Cook says, in the present tense." This is a direct 
perversion of my language. In speaking of the time 
referred to by our Lord, we observed that he clearly 
specified present tinier not future, meaning thereby, that 
Jesus did not refer exclusively to future time, as he must 
have done, had he referred to those whom he intended to 
raise by miraculous power. My brother remarked that, 
" the term hour is properly rendered time." Our Savior 
said, "The time is coming, anb now is." We ask 
now, if the time here noticed, was present or future ? 
Christ said, " the time . . now is." Bro. L. says, No, 
not " NOW IS," but the time ^^ shall be" This construc- 
tion of language my opponent calls grammatical ! We 
repeat, that Jesus said, when he uttered the words ver. 
26, " the time . . now is." Thus by such incontroverti- 
ble authority is my position sustained, vi2 : that the time 
in both verses is in the present tense. He admits that the 
verbs ^^ raisethand^quickeneth" are in the present tense. Is 
not this acknowledging that the resurrection ver. 21, was a 
present fact, an event then taking place ? His argu*- 
ment, or quibble upon the verbs '* shall hear" and '^ shall 
live" does not annul this admission. But, mark ! If the 
resurrection in ver. 21 was a present fact, which it must 
have been, to be in the present tense, then, as the resur- 
rection in ver. 26 is an extension, or the same, so that 
must be in the present tense also. Thus again, by his 
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own eyidence, my brother is compelled to refute his own 
arguments. He first admits that the resurrection in ver« 
21 was a present events and then clearly denies the fact, 
when speaking of ver. 26. On ver. 21 he says, " Now 
we admit that the verbs in the 21st ver. are in the pre-* 
9SNT TENSE." Compare this with his remark on ver. 26, 
and njiaintain if you can, that both verses teach the sam^ 
or refer to the same resurrection. " You all know (he 
says) that all the language in ver. 26, which states the 
fact of the resurrection referred to, is in the futuri: 
TENSE " ! How will my brother extricate himself from 
this dilemma ? You will at once discover, that he must 
either go back and assume again the old ground, — ^tbe 
position which he argued with so much decision and 
emphasis in his first sermon, but was obliged in his 
second to acknowledge unsound, viz : that ver. 21 
referred to those persons whom Christ had raised by 
miraculous power ; or give up the doctrine of a literal 
resurrection. Because^ if the verbs '^ raiseth and quick* 
eneth^^ are in the present tense^ the resurrection which 
they denote must be also. And as no literal event of 
raising the dead had taken place, therefore ver. 21, teaches 
SL moral resurrection. 

Every individual must have discovered th^ strong effort 
Qiade by my opponent at this point, to make the words of 
our Savior, ^' now is," which clearly define the time, mean 
TUTURE TENSE. The rcasou was evident. It was the last 
and only refuge to which he could flee to sustain his po* 
sition. Take from him this foundation, and his whole 
fabric falls to the ground. But it seemed to me that he 
was determined, even at the expanse of the Sacred Word, 
to make ver. 26 refer ep^cltmvely to future tims. Notice, 
for a moment, his quotation. Ver. 26. " The hour com* 
eth, (*of course,' he says, * neither past, nor present, but 
future^) when the dead shall hear the voice of the Son 
of God, and they that hear shall live.^^ After making 
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something of a display in quoting Scripture to prove that 
the verbs in both verses, '^ include pasty pbsbeiit, and /u* 
Hire timej^' he here virtually contradicts his own state* 
ment But mark the astonishing fact, (!) that, in order 
to throw ver. 26 into the future tense, he SUPPRESSED 
THREE of the most important words in the verse, and 
those, too, which clearly determine the tense. He read- 
three, supfbesscd three, and then finished the verse in 
an " air of triumph," designed to leave the impression, 
that the resurrection in ver. 26 referred exclusively to a 
future event We will contrast his quotation with the 
words as they fell from the lips of our Savior, sa that we 
may see how he makes ver. 26 appear in the future tense. 
He says, " The hour cometh," — not satisfied with leaving 
out the Savior's words, he adds the explanatory phrase, 
* {not present, but future ;y " The hour cometh, when the 
dead shall hear the voice of the Son of God." Christ 
said, ^' The hour cometh, and now is, when the dead shall 
hear." The phrase, ^^and now m," he omitted. We 
were charged with falsehood and dishonesty, when, in 
our first discourse, we omitted some general remarks of 
Dr. Clarke, under ver. 26, which, as we shall show, form- 
ed no part of his exposition of the verse. But who is 
guiltiest, the mail who should omit some incidental re- 
marks in quoting Dr. Clarke, or the man who labors to 
SUPPRESS the definition, or plain exposition which the Son 
of God gave to his own words ? To close his reply to 
this argument, Bto, Latham asks, '^ How could my oppo^ 
nent assume what was so glaringly false," as to say, 
" vers. 21, 26 are both in the present tense^^ ? It may be 
an easy way to argue, to accuse an opponent of falsehood, 
because he honestly differs from his disputant in opinion, 
but to me it manifests a great lack of Christian charity. 
But he continues, " The first reason of my opponent for 
setting aside the literal sense of vers. 21, 26, is not a good 
reason, as the following syllogism will show : A false 
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assumptum cannot be a good reason ; the assumption that 
the resurrection in ver. 21, 26, was in the present tense is 
a FALSE assumption." Three times on a single page, I 
am virtually charged with fabehoodj simply because I dif* 
fer in opinion from my opponent. In reply, I will mere^ 
ly say, that such arguments may do well enough to sup' 
port error, but they never can convince men of truth. 
" Every tree is known by its fruits." To the question, 
" How could my opponent assume what was so glarings 
lyfabe" as to say, << ver. 21, 25 are both in the present 
tense," we answer : the assumption was made on the au- 
thority of Christ, and many biblical scholars, including 
Bro. Latham ! Ver. 21. Jesus : " As the Father roiV 
eth up the dead and quickeneth them, even so the Son 
quickeneth whom he w/Z." Ver. 26. "The hour is 
eoMiNG, AND NOW IS." Mr. Latham: "Now we admit, 

that the verbs used in ver. 21, ARE IN THE PRESENT 

TENSE." Ver. 25. " The resurrection of ver. 25, is 
AN EXTENSION OF THAT IN VER. 21 ;" of coursc, that must 
be in the present tense also. 

Again; upon this point Watson's exposition was ad-* 
duced. Mr. Latham says, " Watson, the ablest of all 
Methodist theologians, Wesley excepted, introduced ver. 
25, on p. 321 of his ' Exposition,' as having its fulfilment 
in the fact recorded in Matt. 27: 52, 53. "And the 
graves were opened, and many bodies of the saints which 
slept arose, and came out of the graves, after the resurrec* 
tion, and went into the holy city and appeared unto 
many." If my opponent adopts this view, he must cer- 
tainly reject his own, or his new ground, as unscriptural. 
For the dead here spoken of were not raised by the mirac- 
ulous power of Christ, because they were not raised till af- 
ter his resurrection. Bro. Latham says, *' ver. 25 refers 
to those whom Christ would vert soon raise, by miracle,^^ 
Watson says, " it referred to those who were raised after 
ChrisVs resurrection.^^ Both these views cannot be true. 
Will Mr. Latham yield to the views of <' Watson, the 
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ablest of all Methodist theologians, save one" ? Again, 
this exposition entirely cuts off the force of his last argu- 
ment, that ver. 25 referred to those greater works, which 
Christ would perform visibly unto them^ because < the dead' 
were not raised till after he was crucified. 

2. In regard to the truth of the resurrection, we ask- 
ed, in our first discourse : To what dead and resurrec- 
tion did Christ refer ? And remarked, that had my broth- 
er consulted ver. 24, we should have ascertained last eve- 
ning. To this remark, he replied, '^ You cannot have 
forgotten the air of triumph and innocent sarcasm with 
which he dwelt upon this text, and upon the fact that I 
neglected to read it." My air of triumph, if such was 
manifested, did not originate in the fact that he neglected 
to read ver. 24 ; but in the great truth which it so clearly 
establishes, viz : the doctrine of a moral resurrection. 
He admitted this fact, after he was forced to quote the 
text. His language is, ^' I admit then at once, that 

THE RESURRECTION OF VER. 24, IS SPIRITUAL, NOT LIT- 
ERAL." This, probably, is the reason why he did not in- 
troduce it in his first discourse. He seemed determined 
to keep out of sight the fact, that Christ mentioned a 
moral resurrection at all, in his conversation from ver. 21 
-^29. If this was not his intention, why did he not tell 
us that our Savior brought to view two resurrections in 
this subject ? Why try to keep the moral resurrection 
which he here acknowledges, entirely from his hearers ? 
Does it not, show that he was afraid of admitting its light 
into his sermon 7 Now examine this admission. Here, 
for the first time, he acknowledges that a, moral resurrec- 
tion, and the morally dead are spoken of in the subject, 
by our Savior. He did not stop at this point, to establish 
any law of language, or to explain why ver. 24 was used 
figuratively. He did not repeat his oft-reiterated asser- 
tion, that the literal sense of words must be received, till 
disproved. Why not ? Was he not bound to do so, ac- 
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coidiDg to his own reasoning ? B7 his admission, he ac- 
knowledges that the " plain, primary, natural sense" of 
the main terms nsed in this text, is figurative. We adopt 
the same rule in explaining vers. 21, 26. The jdain com- 
mon sense construction of these passives is figurative ; not 
lUeraL I do not wonder that he wished to smother the 
light of this verse — that he wished to keep its voice «- 
lent. It utters a plain, emphatic truth, the force of which 
he evidently tried to dodge. It forms the key to the 
whole subject of a resurrection, from ver. 21 — 29. He 
must have examined it, and saw that its meaning could 
not be perverted ; that it could not be turned, nor twisted, 
to support his wild theory of a literal resurrection. 
Though its great truth must have operated powerfully 
upon his conscience, yet, in his first discourse, he passed 
it in utter silence. But there it stands, uttering in lan- 
guage that cannot be misapplied, nor misunderstood, the 
truth of a moral resurrection, and explaining vers. 21, 25, 
28, 29. It reads thus : " Verily, verily, I say unto you, 
he that heareth my word and believeth on him that sent 
me, hath everlasting life^ and shall not come into condemr 
nation^ but is passed from death unto life." 

After admitting that ver. 24 brought to view a moral 
resurrection, be evidently designed to do away with its 
force, by speaking of what he termed my bfid grammar. 
He says : " But the grammar of my opponent is very 
bad. We have had one specimen of it already ; here we 
have another." Prom what does he judge that my gram- 
mar is bad ? Why, iii my first reply, I remarked that 
the verb " is passedy^^ in the original, was in the perfect 
tense. In furnishing my opponent with a copy of my 
notes, we accidentally omitted the words " in the origi- 
nal,^^ and simply observed, " Is passed— -perfect tense.^^ 
We supposed of course, if he would be at the trouble of 
examining the subject, he would find us correct. In 
reply to our assertion that this verb is in the perfect tense, 
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he says, '' csetainlt not.'' The question here arises^ 
who is right ? To decide this point, let us turn to the 
authority of biblical scholars. Dr. Geoi^e Campbell, 
who is known by his very learned criticism on the ftmr 
gospels, a Scotch Presbyterian divine, and whose author- 
ity will not be questioned upon this point, translates the 
24th ver. thus : " Verily, verily, I say unto you, he that 
heareth my doctrine, and believeth him who sent me, 
hath everlasting life, and shall not come into condemna-^ 
tion, HAVING PA89SD from death unto KfeJ^ Dr. Camp- 
bell is acknowledged one of the best Greek and Hebrew 
scholars of that church. Now, how does this translation 
from the original, suit my opponent ? Turn again, to 
Paige's Commentary. Paige certainly is as good a Greek 
scholar as my brother, though he may not boast of quite 
as extensive knowledge ? He says*on the phrase, ^^But is 
passed^^ — rather HAS PASSED, the verb being in the 
PERTECT tense." Again we ask, how does this testimony 
suit my brother ? Will he dare say, that they did not 
understand the tense ; that their ^'grammar is very bad^^ ? 
But our authority for saying that this verb is in the 
perfect tense is not yet exhausted. Dr. Barnes, whose 
authority he acknowledged last evening, as a scholar and 
commentator, translates the verb, in his comment upon 
the verse, " has passed." Do you think Dr. Barnes un- 
derstood the tense ? or did he too, use very bad gramr- 
mar ? You will remember that there was quite a display 
made, over my assertion, that this verb is in the perfect 
tense. And not without considerable effect ; because it 
was followed by an endeavor to show, that I was igno- 
rant of the common rules of language, or in other words 
that I was a real ignoramus ! And consequently, what- 
ever we might say in our reply, would be entitled to but 
very little, if any consideration. Such a course m dis- 
cussion, might have the desired effect upon some minds, 
but thinking men and women will not be influenced by 

11 



^Uph atJismpts %9 dp aw^y with 4^6 foxfi/e xrf jtruth. 4gaw, 
Pip. Clarfcp ip Aammenting upoft .t^iis ^rerae, /(u;ors mj 
P)S^rtion. .Oj;il .^}|e Kords '^ i3 pai^d firom death uoAp 
life," h^ 9ays, " A<W c^ng^ hi3 " • pl|W5« of abpclQ"; 
clearly iraplying the perfect teme. K^r is thi^ all. Had 
hie cpni^ed .even th^ commoa V!)l^ of gramma^r, he 
would not have fallen into ^such ^ gjross error, a^s he has 
done ^pon this ^ei^se. What is the perf^ ten»e 1 ( Wa 
do not know but wp shall m^e a inistakey i/ we ^tein|)jt 
to ^^wer, as our brother has made us i^pe^r so very 
i%7i^rimi). '' Th^ perftd tense denote past tim^y and 
^fsp cQnveys a^i a^Uusion to ths pre^^ntJ^ JS^re n^y oppo^ 
pent, not bjeing quite as well acquainted with the con- 
f truQtion and laws of l^ng^age 9A he oiight to hav^ be^q, 
Ip have {taken the stwd of 9^ crUiO} was deceived. EIj^ 
Aiad^ the fn^e (illusion of the perfect tense determine 
the fpirce pf tl^e t^n^se it9Qlf. Tbis is his second exercise 
Jin grfron^ar J But whope authority will you abide ? Thp 
assumption of p;iy brotherj that my " grammar is v^y 
i>€ul,^^ or th.^ evidence of Ci^i^pbell, Paige, Barnes, and 
Clarke, going ^o prove that we were correct ? To close 
his criticisna upon my grawnar, h^ ^sks, '* Who ever 
heard before of is bping ii^ the perfect tense ?" We might 
retort here^ by as^ng ; who ever he^d before of " passed" 
being in the present tense ? 

4ftser these gramipsLtical criticisms, my brother tried to 
give some reasons for setting a^idQ the literal meaning of 
ver. ?4. He ^ys : " But ^he main prepiise of my oppo- 
nent's argument is, that the resurrection ver. 24 is the 
same with th^t of vers. 01, 2>B. This assumption I do 
UQt adn^it, / deny itfully.^^ Should any unprejudiced 
OjVind ej^apine these three versesi it Qould form but pne 
poncl\LsiQU in regard to the nature of the resurrection. 
1, The firsit reaspi^ given for retaining the figurative 
s<p^n9p pf yer, 24, ^d doiSig it away in vpr. 25, is thus 

^x^^ by bimspJif ; " Th^ reswffictjoa vx v^er, ^4 is in alJ 



83 

casks' of th696' ^ho hHv^ ddtt^ chrif." 2: S^nd rbif^oil : 
"'Those persons pass into a state in Which there is 
rtb condemnation i or damnation."' 3; THird reason : 
" The resurrection of vert. 28', 29, of tht sdftie class of 
persons is to danination/^ Ih summing ilp these reasons, 
lie concludes as follows : " A resurrection which intro- 
duces those who have done evil into a state of no con- 
demnation, cannot be the same as a resurrection which 
inttoditces the same class into condemnation."' 

This is truly strange reasoning, and I very much doubt 
'w^hether my brother understood the force of his own lan- 
guage. It involves the idost palpable contradiction that' 
cciufld be framed by the use of language. A little attention 
to the subject will soon clear away this unscriptural, creed- 
forbed reasoning, and bring us into the light of truth. In 
ver. 24, "the dead," or " those who had done evil," wer6 
not considered sinnets aft€r they belie v6d' in Christ. They 
did not receive a resurrection to life tilF they had believted ; 
therefore, when they were raised from moral death, they 
were not the same class, as those persons " who had' done 
evil," mentioned in ver. 28, because they, at their resur- 
rection, were still in a state of unbelief Thus we dis- 
cover the impossibility of atdmittitag; that th^ individuals' 
ver. 24, are thesarnet clas& aCs " those ^ho tisld dorife evil;" 
ver. 28, unless we believe the strange doctrine, that there 
isno difference between the moral condition of the right- 
eous and the wicked'. In ver. 24, o'rfly oiie class is spokeii 
of. This class change their condition ffom death to life^ 
through faith. Christ had as yet' introduced but one 
class of persons into his subject. He had spoken of the 
resurrection of believers, and them only. In ver. 25, as 
in Ver. 24, he continues to spe^ of the nior&rresurriBC- 
tion of those who hear and bfelieve in the Son of God. 
Tiers. 26, 27, as before remarked, He ihtrbdiices'his au- 
thority nor only to raise the believer to IJfe, but also* to* 
etetute judgment, ot condemnatioH v^tWtK^' unbelief. 
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Thus Jesus keeps up an unbroken connection in all the 
verses mentioning the fact of a resurrection, till he intro- 
duces, for the first time, two classes in ver. 28, and 
points out the state of each in ver. 29. My brother ad- 
mits a moral " resurrection of spiritually dead souls " in 
ver. 24 ; but he seems to take for granted, that, because 
a resurrection of unbelievers to damnation, is mentioned 
in ver. 28, it must be a literal resurrection of the dead. 
He virtually says, that the morally dead, who receive 
faith, may experience a moral resurrection to life, but that 
the morally dead, who remain in unbelief, cannot experi- 
ence a moral resurrection to damnation. We are taught 
that it is a poor rule that will not work both ways ! But 
the system of my opponent is a partial, one-sided affair, 
in whatever form it may be presented. Now, because 
two classes are introduced in ver. 28, and only one in 
ver. 24, does it necessarily follow from this fact, that the 
resurrection cannot be the same ? Certainly not. It 
rather strengthens the position that both verses bring to 
view the sams resurrection. 

Let us now examine these reasons more closely. He 
says : " By the resurrection of ver. 24, ^ those who 
have done evil ' ; who have been dead to ALL GOOD, 
AND alive only to evil, pass into a state in which 

THERE IS NO CONDEMNATION, OR DAMNATION." This is 

truly a strange doctrine ; that a man, '' dead to all good, 
and alive only to evil," passes into " eternal life," or 
into a state of no condemnation. This not only savors 
strongly of " total depravity, ^^ but it is surely saving men. 
IN THEIR sins ; which doctrine, we cannot believe, be- 
cause inconsistent with the divine mission of our Savior. 
But on vers. 28, 29, he fully and fairly contradicts him- 
self. He says : " The resurrection of vers. 28, 29, of 
THE SAME CLASS OF PERSONS, viz : of those ' who have 
done evil,^ is to a state op damnation." Now who, we 
ask, can understand such reasoning, if reasoning it may 



86 

be called ? Which assertion does my brother intend to 
have us believe ? Certainly not both, far one states a 
position directly the opposite of the other. How can it 
be possible for the same class of individuals, at one pe- 
riod, to pass into life eternal, and at another, into damna" 
tion? If they are the same class, their condition and 
state must at all times, and in all cases, be the same, till 
they become changed. They who "are dead to all 
good, and alive only to evil,^^ of course are sinners, are 
filthy, and the Bible declares, that " they who are filthy 
shall be filthy stilV^ Bro. L. says, they "who are dead 
to all good, and alive only to evil, pass into a state of 
no condemnation." We leave him to settle this differ- 
ence with the Revelator. It will not do to argue that 
men are to be saved in their sins. It is not a scripture 
doctrine. But we ask, has a resurrection in this life, 
more power in changing moral character, especially as 
man is subject to the lusts of the flesh, than a resurrec- 
tion to immortality has, when the soul is entirely divested 
of fleshly passions and desires ? It would seem so, by 
these arguments of my opponent. 

There is another fact worthy of notice, before we leave 
this point. That person who will examine vers. 24, 25, 
will readily discover that there is a strong, visible, natu- 
ral connection existing between the two. We are told 
that ver. 24 treats of a moral resurrection, and ver. 25 of 
a literal. There is no intimation, in either verse, of a 
change from the figurative to the literal. Now does it 
look reasonable to suppose that Christ thus changed the 
subject so abruptly, from the figurative to the literal? 
Had my brother /eft and remembered the force of his own 
language, in the introduction of his sermon, when trying 
to prove a &7craZ resurrection,/rom the fact that Jesus had 
healed a lame man, (!) he never would have denied that 
vers. 24, 25 teach the same resurrection. He there ar- 
gued against the idea that Christ should abruptly change 
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his subject from the literal to the fignrative. He men^ 
tioned, however, nothing of the inconsistency of such a 
change from vers. 24 — 26 ; and his remark would have 
been much more applicable to these verses, becafose there 
is a strong analogy between them ; while there can be 
but little, if any analogy, between the healing of a lame 
man, and the literal resurrection. But we urge our objec- 
tion upon this point in the language of our opponent,, 
and say with him, that " We cannot, without the best 

OF REASONS, SUPPOSE THAT ChRIST GLANCED AT ONCE SO 
ABRUPTLY FROM THE SPIRITUAL TO THE LITERAL." HoW 

then can he, consistently with his own reasoning, con- 
tend for an entirely different resurrection in ver. 25, from 
that in ver. 24 ? Will he contend that a change of sub- 
ject between the two verses would not be abrupt? What 
strange and wild inconsistencies men will involve theiD^ 
selves in, while laboring to make error appear in the garb 
of truth ! 

3. Mr. Latham says, " Mr. Cook's third argument^ if 
it may be called one, (very modest] in Javor of setting 
aside the literal meaning of vers. 21, 25, is the assump- 
tion that he has the support of orthodox expositors for so 
doing." At this point, my opponent labored in every 
sentence^ not only to pervert my language, but to make 
it appear in the sequel of his argument, that Iwa» a liar! 
Whether he gained anything by pursuing this course, we 
leave others to determine. We shall not follow his ex- 
ample. In adition to this, he made alstrong effort to showy 
that we quoted Dr. Clarke " in fragments^" to prove our 
assumption^ But we shall see whether I was guilty of 
misrepresenting Clarke. We observed in our first ser* 
mon, as he quoted, excepting a few words which we un- 
intentionally omitted, in furnishing him with a copy of 
our notes, that " the resurrection, then, in vers. 21, 25, is 
not a literal resurrection. And if the one in ver. 28, 29, 
is an extension^ it cannot be literaL There can be but 
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on^ amclugion ; tbat the resurrection here mentioned is 
a moral one." You will discover that this language, in- 
i^teiad of its forming a proposition, is the conclusion of an 
argument ; which fact, my brother, to have done me jus- 
tice, was boTiAd to notice. You ask of what argument, 
were these words the conclusion? We answer: My 
bjothca: had labored, in his first discourse, to prove that 
vers. 21, 2B supported the doctrine of a literal resurrection, 
from the fact that they referred to those persons whom 
Christ had then raised from the dead. He founded the 
doctrine of a literal resurrection, ver. 28, upon this as- 
sumption. In reply, we admitted the doctrine that the 
same kind of resurrection was mentioned in both verses ; 
but argued that his ground for assuming a literal resurrec- 
tion was untenable, from the fact, that Christ had not as 

TET PERTORMHn A SINGLE MIRACLE OF RAISING THE DEAD. 

And our first quotation from Dr. Clarke was made to sus- 
tain this point ; not to refute the doctrine of a literal 
resurrection, as he represents us. After showing conclu- 
sively, that Christ had not as yet raised any of the dead, 
we concluded the argument in the language above quo- 
ted. " The resurrection, then, in vers. 21, 25, is not a 
literal resurrection ;" i. e. it is not a literal resurrection of 
such as had been raised by the miraculous power of 
Christ, for such was not the fact. My opponent remarks, 
" After this quotation, without the intervention of a single 
word, he adds, * And we are not alone in our views.' " 
He must have known that my notes sent him, did not 
contain my first sermon in full ; therefore, when he says 
that I made a statement, '' without the intervention of a 
single wordj^ he ought to have realized the fact, that he 
was looking, not upon my sermon as preached, only upon a 
" skeleton" of it. But we observed, that " we were not 
alone in our mws." Alone in what views ? Why, that 
Christ had not as yet raised any of the dead ; and there- 
fore, vers. 21, 25, could not teach a literal resurrection 
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founded upon such assumption. To show that we were 
not alone in our views, we quoted Dr. Clarke directly upon 
this point. He says : " It is likely that our Lord had not 
as yet raised any from the dead." This quotation alone, 
is sufficient to show our object in quoting this sentence 
from Dr. Clarke, and also to refute the assertion of my 
opponent, that " we were laboring to make Clarke sustain 
us in rejecting the literal meaning of the text." Subh 
was not the fact. We were laboring, and made the quo- 
tation to prove, that Christ had not raised any from the 
dead; which fact he denied, and made the basis of his 
first sermon. He says we quoted just half a sentence, 
and stopped at a semi-colon ; when, had we read the oth- 
er half, and stopped at a period, the sentence would have 
been entirely against us." Here, again, my brother was 
deceived. The fault was in himself. Had he, like a 
faithful disputant, occupied in his last sermon, the ground 
which he made the basis of his Jirstj or freely acknowl- 
edged that he was wrongs which he has virtually done, 
by abandoning the ground in his last effort, he would 
have seen that we fairly and honestly quoted Clarke, and 
that even had we read the remaining part of the sentence, 
instead of its being against us, it would have been direct- 
ly and pointedly against him. He took the position, as 
we have repeatedly remarked, that vers. 21, 25 referred 
to those persons whom Christ had raised. We read the 
sentence from Dr. Clarke to refute this position. We 
read so much of his remarks on ver. 25, as referred di- 
rectly to this point. But suppose we had read the whole 
sentence ? My brother tried to make you believe that 
we omitted it, because it "would have been entirely 
against us." Not so. Bear in mind his^r^^ position, and 
then listen to the remaining part of the sentence, — ^^and 
refers to those whom he intended to raise ;" i. e. Christ 
had not yet raised the dead, but in the future^ would 
raise them. This, you discover, was the reverse of his 
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first position, and not against the point we were trying to 
prove. 

Having thus taken an incorrect view of our object, and 
the point we designed to prove, in quoting Dr. C , and as 
if determined to make it appear that we were dishonesty 
and had stated falsehood, in our application of his notes ; 
he goes on to state positions of his own firamingy and 
represents them as being ours, in order probably, that he 
might the more effectually ^' use us up,^^ especially in his 
own estimation. We repeat, that he framed positions to 
suit himself, and then labored a long time to expose, and 
tear them to pieces. No doubt he found it an easier task, 
to refute his own arguments, than he would have done, 
had he attended to ours. He represents us as assuming 
the following positions, with Dr. O.'s support : 1. That 
ver. 21 does not teach a "literal resurrection." We 
deny, 1, ever having quoted any part of Clarke's com- 
ment on ver. 21. 2. We deny ever stating, either extem- 
poraneously, or in writing, that Clarke goes against the 
literal construction of said verse. Why, or for what 
purpose my opponent should make this statement, we 
are unable to imagine, without it was to prepare the 
way for quoting Rev. 21:8. Because we said, " we are 
not alone in our views, that Christ had not as yet raised 
any from the dead,"* and quoted Dr. C. to sustain us, 

* In my original notes from which my first sermon was preached, 
after concluding the argument against the idea that yers. 21, 25, taught 
a literal resurrection founded upon the position, that Christ had raised 
the dead, we remarked, *' and we are not alone in our views, (that Christ 
had not yet raised any from the dead") and then quoted Clarke. When 
we furnished our brother with a copy of these notes, we unintentionally 
omitted the words included in the parenthesis, which left our whole 
meaning to be decided upon the simple quotation alone. In preparing 
those notes for publication, we suggested the propriety of inserting the 
above words, as they embraced only what we preached, and would con- 
vey more clearly our object in quoting Clarke ; whereupon my brother 
said if we did, he would not consent to have the sermons published 
together. Hence their omission. 

12 
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he has labored to make ns say, that we were not alone in 
OUT views that vers. 21, 28, 29j teach a moral resurredifm^ 
and that we introdnced Clarke to sustain this assertion. 
Bat nothing was farther finom oar intenti<m. Nor can 
he, by any fair rules of interpretation, construe our Ian* 
guage into such a meaning. The quotation firom Clarke 
alone, will diow for what purpose we quoted him, in the 
first instance. Again, another position fiamed by himself, 
which he labors to refute, is that we claimed that Clarke 
supported our views of vers. 28, 29. We deny this 
charge fuUy. We did not quote Dr. C. upon vers. 28, 
29, nor even a fragment of his notes. Nor have we ever 
claimed, that he sanctioned the doctrine of a moral resur* 
rection, as taught in these verses. How, then, could my 
brother stand up, before an enlightened congregation, and 
represent me as making such an assertion ? We ask, 
does the cause of trcth need to be supported by such a 
coarse in debate ? Let it be understood, then, that we 
disclaim ever having said, or brought forward Dr. C. to 
sustain our views of vers. 28, 29. Therefore, his re- 
marks upon this point may pass for what they are worth. 
We do not say that we did not quote other biblical schoU 
ars, to show that we are not alone in our views upon 
these texts. We did. But we quoted Clarke to prove 
only two pointSj which he fully sustained. 1. That 
Christ had performed no miracle of raising the dead. 
2. That he ^^ favored " our views that ver. 25 teaches a 
moral resurrection. My opponent made a wonderful dis- 
play on these two brief passages, not exceeding a half a 
dozen lines, quoted from Dr. C. Not being satisfied in 
trying to prove that we misrepresented him in the first 
quotation, he labored to make the same impression in 
reference to our second. He was very careful, however, 
to say nothing of the other commentators whom we 
introduced. But, standing in fear probably, that we 
might correct his misrepresentations, he warned the peo- 
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pie net to believe aoy professed quotation which we might 
make, till they could read it for themselves. Having as 
he supposed, faithfully impressed your minds with the 
idea that we had wiltullt pervertcd Dr. Clarke, and 
that no confidence could be placed in our quotations, he 
did not consider his victory complete, by thus endeavor- 
ing to prejudice your minds against me, till he had warned 
you not to believe any authority, which we might bring 
forward to sustain any position that we might take. Hear 
him. a^*"/ have already shown you that he (Mr. Cook) 
UTTERLY MISREPRESENTED Dr, Clarke, and^ you should 
remember it, and place no confidence in ant professed 

q,UOTATIONS AS BEING JUST, TILL YOU SEE THEM FOR YOUR- 
SELVES, IN THE BOOK FROM WHICH THEY ARE PROFESSEDLY 

TAKEN.^'cJp} If my opponent can gain his cause by 
such stratagems, he is welcome to his victory. He said 
this with the evident design of closing your ears against 
my reply, and then, through the aid of prejudice, as his 
most potent weapon, to prevent any impression which 
we might make upon your minds through the force of 
truth. But we shall rely upon the good sense and candor 
of the audience, to hear and judge when we produce 
authority upon any point, touching the subject. This 
remark may have its uses. And though its author, like 
Joseph's brethren, may be defeated in his design, yet it 
may work out good. God sometimes makes "the 
WRATH OF MAN TO PRAISE HIM." It Certainly shows the 
weakness of his cause, and also a want of confidence in 
the force of his own reasoning. 

We will now show, beyond the possibility of contra- 
diction, that we did not misrepresent Dr. Clarke in our 
second quotation ; but that he fully sustained us upon 
the point we were laboring to prove. "JljSx. Latham eur 
deavored to make it appear that we quoted his notes "in 
fragments," with the design of misleading your minds in 
respect to his views. We will state the truth touching 
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this matter, and leave you to decide. He based the 
great effort which he made, at this point of his discourse, 
upon the fact that we, in quoting Dr. Clarke, omitted 
some GENERAL REMARKS, together with a few indirect 
remarks, which he gave under ver. 26. We here affirm, 
that we quoted every word of Dr. Clarke, referring 
directly to the time specified in this verse. And further, 
that this quotation fully sustained the point we had under 
discussion, and completely refuted the main position of 
my opponent, viz: that the resurrection in ver. 25 is 
literal. We acknowledge that Clarke in his indirect 
remarks, refers to a future judgment, and to those whom 
Christ would raise by miraculous power. But when he 
introduces the time specified by our Savior, the '^ now 
IS," he interprets the text as giving a clear and lucid 
view of a moral resurrection. We took the position, 
as all know, that ver. 25 teaches a mdral resurrection. 
And with the design, not of misrepresenting Clarke, but 
of being pointed, and at the same time brief, we quoted 
the ^following words : " The hour • • now is, when 
many who are dead in trespasses and sins, shall hear 
the voice (the word) of the Son of God, believe, and 
receive spiritual life through him." Thus does the 
exposition of Clarke, after he introduces the time men- 
tioned in ver. 25, clearly sustain the doctrine of a moral 
RESURRECTION, Rud rcfutes the m>ain premise of my broth- 
er that it is literal. And not only so ; but we may now 
use this exposition with much force against another point 
which he has argued with much emphasis, including, in 
his own estimation, an important criticism upon my 
grammar. When laboring to make it appear that the 
tense ver. 25 was future, by the use of the verbs " shall 
hear" and " shall live," he assumed the following posi- 
tion ; that, as Christ referred to future time, the resur- 
rection must refer to those whom he intended to raise, and 
therefore, it must be literal He applied the verbs ^^shall 



93 

Aear" and " shall livcj^^ to a literal resarrection. Now 
yoa will discover by this quotation, that Clarke is '' point 
BLANK against him." He applies these verbs to present 

TIME AND TO A MORAL RESURRECTION. ThuS yOU SeC that 

my opponent must either give up Clarke, or admit that 
we were correct in two things. 1. That the time ver. 
25 referred to present events. 2. That these verbs de- 
fine a moral resurrection. In either case, he must 
abandon his own position. We wish this fact to be 
remembered and considered, that Dr. Clarke applies all 
of ver. 25, after the words " now is," to a moral resur- 
rection. We ask, then, if he does not sustain our views ? 
We ask if we misrepresented him in quoting him upon 
this point, viz : to prove that this verse teaches a moral 
resurrection? The reason why we did not quote his 
general remarks under this verse, was, 1. Because it 
would consume time to no purpose. 2. Because they 
were not offered as an exposition of the text. 3. We 
offer as a third reason for not quoting his indirect remarks, 
because they cannot be considered as an exposition of the 
passage, inasmuch as he had not yet introduced the time, 
except in a general way, specified by our Lord. But my 
brother admits all that we claim of Clarke upon this 
point. He says, " I will give you Clarke's entire com- 
ment, and you will see from it that he makes the text to 
teach, 1 and 2. A literal resurrection. 3. A SPIRITUAL 
RESURRECTION.'' This language from the discourse 
of Mr. Latham will enable us to conclude, I. That he 
pointedly refutes his own assertion that we misrepre- 
sented Clfitfke. 2. That we are sustained by Mr. La- 
tham himself, in saying that the Dr. '^ makes the text to 
teach A SPIRITUAL resurrection." 

We will now read all that Clarke says under vers. 26, 
and as my brother has warned you not to believe, unless 
you can read the quotation in the book for yourselves, 
any of you who doubt my honesty, may have the book 
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at any future time, and read it with your own eyes ! * 
In reading this quotation, you discover that in his general 
remarks, Dr. Clarke is talking about his creed, not the 
text. What had we to do with his doctrine of three 
kinds of death, and a threefold life 7 The point we 
were trying to prove, was, that ver. 26 teaches a moral 
resurrection. This we clearly and conclusively did, not 
only by the natural sense of the language itself, but by 
quoting this exposition of the verse by an able commen- 
tator. Mr. Latham, after reading this exposition, was 
forced to acknowledge that we were correct, and clearly 
refuted his own charge, that we had perverted its mean- 
ing. Mark his language ! ^' He (Clarke) makes ver. 
25 TO TEACH A SPIRITUAL RESURRECTION." After trying 
to make it appear that we had an evil design in quoting, 
and had " utterly misrepresented " Dr. Clarke, he 
asked, " Does the cause of truth need to be supported 
by such FALSEHOOD ?" And then after a few more 
attempts, in laboring to show that we had deceived the 
people by falsehood, be stood up, in the strength of his 
great victory, which he supposed he had gained, and read 
to the congregation, what he either desired, or expected 
would be my FUTURE DOOM, from Rev. 21 : 8, with 
Clarke's comment upon the same. There was a shudder 
that passed, like an electric shock, over the congregation,, 
when he mentioned the text. For a moment he paused ^ 
but gathering fresh boldness, he read, '^ And all liars^ 

SHALL HAVE THEIR PART IN THE LAKE WHICH RURNETH 
WITH FIRE AND RRIMSTONE, WHICH IS THE SECOND DEATH. "f 

Such, my friends, are the arguments by which my 
brother endeavored to sustain his cause. 



* We here refer the reader to Clarke's comment, (which we read,) 
as quoted by Mr. Latham in his discourse. As it is somewhat lengthy, 
it will save both time and space. 

t The reader may examine, if he choose, Clarke's comment on Rev. 
21 : 8, in Mr. L.'s discourse. 
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Ob, how thankful I am to my Heavenly Father, that 
my FAITH teaches me the manifestation of a nobler spirit ! 
My religion teaches me to look with charity upon the 
faults of my erring fellow-creatures ; '' to hve my ene- 
mies ; to BLBss them who curse me ; and pray for them 
who despitefully use me, and persecute me." My dear 
Redeemer, the great exemplar of the inner lite, hath 
said, " Blessed are tb when men shall retile tou, 

AND SHALL PERSECUTE TOU, AND SHALL SAT ALL MANNER 
or EVIL AGAINST TOU FALSELT, FOR MT SAKE : ReJOICE 
AND BE EXCEEDING GLAD ,' FOR SO PERSECUTED THET THE 
PROPHETS WHICH WERE BEFORE TOU," Matt. 5: 11, 12. 

After the tempest and whirlwind of passion, into which 
my opponent had worked himself, had been poured forth 
upon my head, he calmed down by giving a complete 
recapitulation of all his arguments, save the last, Rev. 21 : 
8, This was truly tedious, especially as he had repeated 
it so many times before. 

II. The second argument used to prove a literal resur- 
rection was founded upon the word graves. At this 
point my brother endeavored to make another display of 
his learning, and my igndrance. Now, be it understood, 
that we do not profess to be a very learned Greek schol- 
ar ; but I know the alphabet, and can detect as small an 
error as he mentions. He said, we spelt the word wrong, 
and in English characters. So far as the English was 
concerned, believe me, when I say, that I had in 

HT MIND the person FOR WHOM I WAS PREPARING MT 

NOTES ! How did I know whether he understood Greek 
or not ? Not knowing, I was bound, as an honest man, 
to write in such characters as he could understand. We 
have seen persons, who could Hoast of their knowledge of 
Oeeek and Latin, but who understood English vert 
pooRLT ! When this word was introduced in his first 
sermon, he pronounced it so vfery queerly, that we were 
unable to tell whether he was speaking Greek or Latin. 
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But he remarked that we '' obviuosly did not know how 
to spell the word." Now it matters not^ so far as the pri- 
mary meaning of the word is concerned, whether it is 
mnemeia,* or mnemeiois. "The rendering of Greek 
words into English is a matter of choice, sometimes, as 
you will find many words differently spelled, when 
changed from one language to another." We did not 
spell this word without good authority. Rev. Charles 
Hudson, in his " Vindication of the Doctrine of a Future 
Retributiofif^^ in a series of letters to Rev. Hosea Ballon, 
renders the term grave, mnema. Balfour, in his reply to 
these letters, renders it, mnemeion. Hudson, again, 
in reply, renders it mnemeion, Paige, whom we fol*- 
lowed, renders graves, mnemeia. These men, no doubt, 
understood Greek as well as my opponent. Paige is 
good authority. And though my brother tried to cast 
some reflections upon him as a commentator, yet men as 
capable of judging of his merits as a writer and scholar as 
himself, have spoken in high terms of his work. " All 
the reviews which have spoken of ' Paige's Commentary,' 
have given him credit for critical ability, so far as learn- 
ing is concerned, in interpretation." Dr. Lamson, in his 
notice of the work, in the Christian Examiner, one of the 
most able and popular Religious duarterly's in the country, 
speaks thus : " The volume by Mr. Paige, just publish- 
ed, was evidently prepared with much thought, and in a 
serious spirit, and discovers a love of truth, and deep rev- 
erence for the Scriptures. It is abundantly learned for a 
popular commentary, and several of the more diflicult pas- 
sages are treated with no little copiousness ; the opinions 
of different writers, often eminent critics of other sects are 
quoted, and the author expresses his own views without 
intolerance or dogmatism." This notice, from a man ac- 

* We have been obliged to omit the accent in this word, for the want 
of accented Italic type. 
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knowledged to be one of the finest scholars in the coun- 
try, does not sound much like the insinuation of my op- 
ponent, that Mr. Paige ^' fell into a mistake in translating 
the Greek word graves^^ and therefore must be an ig- 
norant man. But to be a little particular, in examining 
the word, we find that Mr. Latham, after his great flour- 
ish upon the Greek, has spelled it wrong himself! 
We return the compliment, then, in his own language : 
" obviously he does not know how to spell it." He has 
used Epsilon in the first syllable, the Greek character for 
e short; when he should have used Eta^ e long! He 

HAS MADE THIS MISTAKE IN EVERY INSTANCE, WHERE HE 
USES THE WORD ; BESIDES, HE HAS OMITTED THE ACCENT. 

Supplying his name for mine, in his own language, we 
inquire, '^ But how could Mr. Latham fall into this mis- 
take ? I think in this way. Not carefully examining 
for himself, (perhaps not being able to,) he has relied, 
probably, upon his teacher, as authority."* 

A long list of passages, from the Old and New Testa- 
ments, was here quoted, to prove that the word graves 
signify the place or abode of the dead. This argument, 
and these numerous quotations might have been saved, 
because no man denies that such is the literal and com- 
mon acceptation of the word. But there is no evidence 
in this fact, that the word graves cannot be used figura- 
tively. The common acceptation of the words dead and 
DEATH, is literal. But my brother admits that they are 
used figuratively in the context. And this is sufficient 
evidence to prove that the word graves, is so used in the 
text. Tye know that the corresponding Hebrew word, 
Keber, is thus used in the Scriptures. Ezk. 37: 14. 
'^ Behold, O my people, I will open your graves, and 

BRING YOU up OUT OF YOUR GRAVES, AND BRING YOU IN- 



* Mr. Latham is now studying Greek with Dr. Cleaveland. We un- 
derstand he gets along well for a new beginner ! 

13 
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• * 

TO THB LAND OF IsRAEL." Here, the same identical 
word, literally meaning the abode of the dead, is used 
figuratively. This fact my brother admitted. But we 
might, with the same propriety, argue,, that the whole 
house of Israel, while in captivity, were literally dead 
and BURIED, because the prophet said they should '^ be 
brought up out of their graves," mnemeia, as to contend 
that Christ must have referred to the literally dead, and 
a literal resurrection^ because he used the term graves. 
There would be as much philosophy, and reaison, and 
consistency, in one argument as in the other. But what 
sane man would contend for a single moment, that " the 

resurrection of dry bones," *' THE WHOLE HOUSE OF IS- 
RAEL," was a literal resurrection, because it i^ said, Ezk. 
37, that they should " come up out of their graves," 
and return again to their own land. 

Again, it was urged, that as John hs^d used the term 
^rave sixteen times, and that in fifteen it must mean the 
place of the literally dead, so, in the sixteenth instance, in 
the text, it must convey the same meaning. But this ar- 
gument entirely loses its force, when we look into the Old 
Testament, and there find the corresponding Hebrew word 
Keber, rendered graves, mnemeia, only once figuratively. 
All allow it to he figurative in Ezk.37. Here is an exception 
to the general. Old Testament usage of this word. Why, 
then, may not the word John 6: 28, form an exception to the 
New Testament usage ? It does. Ezekiel was setting 
forth the absolute Sovereignty of God, and used the strong- 
est and most forcible language ; so Jesus was setting forth 
his delegated, authori|ty and needed the same. The one 
referred to the progress of the restoration of the Jews, 
the other to the progress of their destruction. 

2. After a long absence, my brother again returns to 
the subject. He says : '* My second argument in favor 
of a moral, and against a literal resurrection, in this 
text, was thus stated : '/n no other place in the New Tes- 
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lament is the^ (final or literal) ^resurrection spoken of in 
connection with graves,^ " This was an important argu* 
ment. And that it could not be answered, is clear, from 
the fact that my brother labored to do it by evasion. To 
mak^ it appear that we were not familiar with the Scrip* 
tures, and that we had made the assertion without being 
warranted by the Divine Word in so doing, he labored to 
answer the argument by showing, that the resurrection of 
Christ and Lazarus, were both spoken of in connection 
with graves ! This was the only reply which he attemp* 
ted. He must have known tha^ his answer did not touch 
the pofnt. We referred to the final resurrection of man 
to a state of immortality, tie knew this. And his at- 
tempt at reply, by evasion, shows that he considered the 
argument unanswerable. Why did he not produce ' a 
passage, to prove that the final resurrection is spoken of 
in connection with graves 1 He could not. If the text 
supports him, it is a solitary instance in the whole New 
Testament, where such connection is found. We have 
pointed out an instance where this connection does exist, 
Ezk. 37, and prdved that the resurrection there was moral. 
So is the one in the text. We irepeat, then, that when- 
ever the final resurrection is mentioned, by the sacred 
writers, it is called a resurrection, not from the grave; hut 
FRoit, OR OT tb:r Ti^KD^ anastasis ton nekron, ' 

3. My third argument upon this text to sustain a 
moral resurrection, was the fact that, the reign of Christ 
is to end before that time or period when God is to become 
all in all ; and as that is to precede the final resurrection 
of every man) and as, the resurrection in the text is under 
the reign of Christ j therefore, it must he moral, and can- 
KOT be literal. We consider that this argument itself, 
is sufiicient to settle the whole controversy. My brother 
says, "I admit, cordially, the leading proposition of the 
argument, viz : that the resurrection and punishment re- 
ferred to in the text, were to take place under the reign 
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of Christ, I deny that the reign of Christ was to end be^^ 
fore the literal resurrection. That he will cease to reign 
as Mediator the last thing before the literal resurrection, 1 
allow ; but that he will begin to reign as " The Mighty 
God, the Everlasting Father, is plain as light from the 
book of God." In this quotation we discover two points : 
J. That Christ, as Mediator, or Son of God, will cease 
to reign the last thing before the final resurrection, or 
" the end,^' mentioned by Paul, 1 Cor. 15. 2. That he 
will then assume the title of Father, and reign in the 
same kingdom as punishing Judge, through eternity. 

By these two points, the fact that Christ is to '^ deliver 
up his kingdom to the Father," at that grand and sub^ 
lime PERIOD generally termed " the end," is promptly 
denied. We are unable to imagine^ how my brother can 
reconcile, in his own mind, this denial with the argument 
of the Apostle. We referred him to 1 Cor. 16 : 24, as 
an evidence of the great truth, that Christ must cease to 
reign in " the kingdom given him," when all power, and 
authority, and rule are put down, and death, the last ene^ 
my, destroyed. For some purpose, he did not even notice 
the passage. Had he noticed it, and understood it, he 
never could have so boldly denied what he has upon this 
point. Mark the text ! " Then cometh the end, when 
he shall have delivered up the kingdom to God, even the 
Father ; when he shall have put down all rule, and all 
authority, and power. For he must reign till he hath 
put all enemies under his feet ; the last enemy shall be 
destroyed, death. For he hath put all things under his 
feet. But when he saith all things are put under him, it 
is manifest that he is accepted which did put all things 
under him. And when all things shall be subdued unto 
him, then shall the Son also himself be subject unto him, 
that put all things under him, that God may be all in all." 

We find in this language, 1. Sufficient evidence to 
establish the truth of the proposition, viz : that Christ 
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will cease to reign, by delivering up his kingdom, priob 
to '' THE END." ^' Then cometh the end when he shall 

HAVE DELIVERED UP THE KINGDOM TO GOD, EVEN THE 

Father." Here we argue, 1. If it be contended that 
the resurrection takes place, at the end, it must be 
AFTER Christ has finished his reign. 2. As the resur- 
rection in the text is admitted to be under the reign 
of Christ, and as the literal resurrection is an event 
which must follow this reign, therefore it must precede 
that, and consequently, it must be moral. 2. We argue 
that Paul establishes the fact that every enemy to the 
purity and happiness of man shall be destroyed, and that 
ENTIRE, UNIVERSAL OBEDIENCE to Christ, shall pcrvadc 
every intelligent, immortal soul. " All things shall 
BE SUBDUED UNTO HIM." To bc subducd uuto Chrfst, 
is to love and serve him with the whole might, mind, and 
soul. 3. We argue, that Christ is not only to finish 
his reign, but he is to deliver up his kingdom to God. 
The passages quoted by my opponent, to prove that his 
kingdom will have "no end," do not prove that Christ 
will not cease to reign. The kingdom of truth and 
righteousness, in which he has reigned, and through 
which he will subdue all things unto himself, will con- 
tinue so long as the throne of God endures. If this 
kingdom is given to God, he cannot continue to reign 
in it. Jesus is not then to become " the Everlasting 
Father," because he " himself is then to become subject 
unto the Father." How could Christ give a thing to 
HIMSELF ? How could he become subject to himself ? 
The assertion of Mr. Latham, that the Son should be- 
come the Father, and should not cease to reign, was 
probably made to support his creed ; the strange, mys* 
terious, incomprehensible doctrine of the Trinity. Had 
he fully consented to our proposition, it would have 
destroyed this doctrine. 4. We argue, that Christ is not 
to cease to reign as Son of Man and Mediator, and be- 
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come the Father, and " punishing judge" at the resur- 
rection ; but thit he is to act as Medidiot and punishing 
judg€\ during his reign^ and then ^^ cease to reign, and 
become siubject' to the Father." We are glad thiat our 
brother took this position, because we shall be ablie more 
clearly to illustrate the truth of our proposition. Now if 
we make it appear that Christ is to judge' bhA punish 
men during his reign, we shall be able to establish two 
points. 1. That, as the final resurrection, according to 
the admission of my brother, is to foll&io the mediatorial 
reign of Christ, the resurrection of the text, if shown to 
be under his reign, Musf be moral. 2. That Christ acts 
as punishing judge, While he is Mediator, and therefore, 
he fails to prove punishment beyond the reign of Jesus ; 
beyond the literal resurrection. Mr. Latham has failed to 
meet the point in Mr. Lester's request, according to his 
own showing, viz : to p^ove punishment beyond the reign 
of Christ, beyond his d^elivefin^ up the kingdom, to the 
Father^ He argues that Christ's reign shall have no end. 
How, theii, can he prove' punishment bfeybnd that period ? 
His proposition and reasoning plainly cohtradict each 
other. 

But let us examine the assertion that Christ's reign 
shall have iio ^nd ; that when hb ceases to' be Son and 
Mediator, he will assume the title of Father, and reign 
as ^^ punishing judge,^^ If we niay credit the testimony 
of scripture, the reverse is the fact We will now en- 
deavor to show that God, wheti he gave Christ authority 
to reign as Mediator, he also ordained him Judge and 
Rewarder. The prophet clearly teaches this doctrine, 
Jer. 23 : 6. " Behold the days come, saith the Lord, that 
I will raise unto David a righteoUis BRANCH, and a king 
shall reign and prosper, atid he shkll execute judgment 
and justice in tHe eart^." Thus We see, that while 
Jesus, the " righteous branch,^^ ** shall reign in the earth," 
(not in the spirit world,) " he shall execute judgment and 
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JHstice,^^ Here Christ is^t forth as ^^ punishing judge^^ 
during his reign as Mediator yhecwse " in thfi earth.^^ 
But there is another passage still stronger than this, Joh^ 
6 : 22. '^ For the Father judgeth no man, but hath com- 
mitted ALL judgment unto the Son.^^ This passage makes 
plain two points. 1. That " thei Father," as such, 
"judgeth no man.^^ . Therefore, the position of my bro- 
ther, that when the 3on becomes the Father, (!) (strange 
inconsistency !) he will reign as punishing judge, is un- 
scriptural, because it contradicts the evidence of Jesus 
himself. "TAe Father judgeth no man,^^ How, then, 
can he make it appear, that our Savior, after he becomes, 
as he says, the^^' Everlasting Father," is also to become, 
under this titlGi -^ punishing jtidge,^^ 2. ^^But hath 
committed all juifgrnent unto the Son " Now this evi- 
deuce is plain. It cannot be controverted. For, if all 
juc^g-men^ has been committed to Christ, to be executed 
while he is Son, then he must act aa rewarding judge 
while he is il/iecJ^^r;, because, according to.mjroppo^ 
nent's own reasoning, Christ became the Son that he 
might act as Mediator, >, 

Again: If '/all judgment is committed to the Son," 
and '^ the Father judgeth no man," then the conclusion is 
inevitable, that Christ ;nust execute judgment while he t> 
Son of God, therefore before he delivers up the kingr 
dom, before he ceases to. be Mediator. The Fa/Aer does 
not act in the capacity of judge, the Son does^ .But John 
5 : 27, will settle this point. "And [the Father] hath 
given him authority to executr judgment also,, BE- 
CAUSE HE IS THE SON OF MAN^" This testimony 
completely refutes the doctrine of my brother, that Christ 
is to continue to reign as Father and punishing judge 
after the literal resurrection- The fact is that all judg^ 
ment and punishment are spoken of in the New Testa- 
ment as under, and confined to the reign of Christ, as 
Son of Man, or Mediator, and every attempt to prove 
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that they will exist beyond his reign, will be fruitless, 
because unscriptural. Jesus himself has declared, Matt. 
16: 27, that "TAc Son of Man . . shall reward every man 
according to his works." If this be true, judgment and 
punishment must be executed while he is Son of Man, 
therefore, according to the doctrine of my opponent, be- 
fore he becomes " the Everlasting Father," and of course, 
before he delivers up the mediatorial kingdom. Again, Paul 
says : " For we must all appear before the judgment seat 
of Christ, (not God, nor the Father, but) "the judgment 
SEAT OF Christ, that every one may receive the things 
IN BODY, according to that he hath done, whether good 
or bad." Thus men are represented as being judged, 
rewarded, and punished by Christ, while Son of God. 

The resurrection, judgment, and punishment, are all 
connected together in the text. Now let us see whether 
they are to transpire under the reign of Jesus, while iSon 
of God. Ter. 28 : " Marvel not at this, for the hour is 
coming in the which all that are in the graves shall 

HEAR HIS VOICE," THE VOICE OF THE SoN OF MaN. ThiS 

resurrection, then, must take place before Jesus lays 
down the title of Son ; and as Mr. L. says " he ceases 
to be Son or Mediator, the last thing before the final 
resurrection," this resurrection must take place before 
that period, therefore it must be moral. Thus we prove, 
by the united testimony of scripture, that the resurrection 
of the text is not only moral, but that it, and all judg- 
ment, REWARD, and punishment, are to be executed 
through Jesus, as " Son of Man;" consequently before 
he delivers up the kingdom, and before the final resur- 
rection. We have labored this point somewhat lengthy, 
because it is a very important one in understanding the 
doctrine of the New Testament. We repeat, that no 
man can prove from the Bible, God's blessed and holy 
word, that judgment or punishment will exist beyond the 
mediatorial reign of Christ. 
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3. The third argument of my opponent to prove that 
the text teaches a literal resurrection is stated thus : " It 
CAN MEAN NOTHING ELSE." Under tliis head he endeav- 
ored to sustain the position that it could not teach a moral 
resurrection, because the two classes mentioned could not 
be subjects of such resurrection. The substance of his 
reasoning is this : That ^' they who had done good," 
could not be the subjects of a resurrection to spiritual life, 
as they were not ^'dead in trespasses and sins"; and " those 
who had done evil" could not experience a moral resurrec- 
tion to damnation, because they were already damned. 
After defining a moral death and a moral resurrection, he 
throws his argument, against the idea that '' those who 
had done good " were, or could be the subjects of a spirit- 
ual resurrection, into the form of a syllogism. My brother 
seems very fond of a syllogistic mode of argument. He 
says : '' The spiritual resurrection pre-supposes all its 
subjects dead in sin before it takes place. The resurrec- 
tion in the text does not pre-suppose all its subjects dead 
in sin. Therefore, the resurrection cannot be the spirit- 
ual resurrection." We will now refute this argument by 
his own evidence. In defining a moral resurrection, he 
remarks : " Mr. Cook makes also [a] spiritual resurrection 
an ' effect of belief.' In this, too, we are agreed." Now 
if a spiritual resurrection is the effect of belief, then cer- 
tainly faith must precede the resurrection. A man that 
has faith, is in Christ; " to him there is no condemna- 
tion." The individual who believes in Christ, cannot 
be said to be dead in sin a moment after he receives 
faith. If FAITH PRECEDES the moral resurrection of the 
believer, which it most certainly does, according to the 
words of Jesus, ver. 24, " He that heareth my doctrine 
and believeth on him that sent me, hath everlasting life," 
then all the subjects of a moral resurrection are not 
DEAD IN SIN. Therefore, the first member of the syllo- 
gism is not true. And if the premise of the argument 

14 



106 

be unsound, the conclusion must be unsound also. So 
long as ray brother makes a moral resurrection the effect 
of belief, he must deny his argument that it pre-supposes 
all its subjects dead in sin, or take the ground that believ- 
ers ARE DEAD IN SIN ; Rud rIso that they who are in Christy 

HAVE CONDEMNATION. Which will hC do ? 

We did not say that a moral resurrection is the " effect 
of belief." We say that a resurrection to spiritual life 
is the effect of belief. The " resurrection to damnation," 
the effect of unbelief. 

In the second argument under this head, Mr. Latham 
introduces the second class in the text : " those who 
have done evil." This, too, he throws into a syllogism^ 
the substance of which is, that a resurrection which intro- 
duces all its subjects into life, and another par^ into damna- 
tion, cannot be the same. Now we ask how in the name 
of common sense, he makes this syllogism work when 
he applies it to his doctrine, that the text is literal ? Ac- 
cording to his own reasoning, the same resurrection intro- 
duces a feiD of its subjects into life, and a great number 
into damnation. But will he say, that, because all be- 
lievers enter into life, and all unbelievers are doomed to 
damnation, therefore they cannot experience the same 
resurrection? No. He does not thus argue when his 
reasoning is applied to his own positions. The syllogism 
itself is unsound, because it is founded upon the assump- 
tion, that a moral resurrection must necessarily introduce 
all of its subjects into a state of no condemnation. Such 
is not the fact. Both believers and unbelievers are sub- 
jects of a moral resurrection ; one to life, the other to 
damnation. This fact we shall clearly prove before we 
close. We have already shown that the first syllogism 
is defective in its main premise^ because it pre-supposes 
all the subjects of a moral resurrection dead in sin, while 
the fact is, it pre-supposes some to have faith in Christ. 
The language of my opponent is clear upon this point. 
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He says, '' that those who believe, experience a spiritual 
resurrection, and thus become true Christians.^^ Here 
he makes " belief " precede the moral resurrection. This 
is correct ; it is scriptural. How, then, could he say that 
ALL the subjects of a moral resurrection ^' abe dead to 

ALL GOOD AND ALIVE ONLT TO EYIL " ? Are CHRISTIAN BE- 
LIEVERS in such a horrid state ? No ; such a doctrine 
cannot be sustained. *' He that believcth on the Son of 

God HATH EVERLASTING LIFE." Wc will HOW pUt tWO of 

his points together, and we shall plainly see that one 
pointedly refutes the other. 1. " The spiritual resurreo 
Hon presupposes all of its subjects dead in sin BEFORE 
it takes place. 2. ^' Those who believe, experience a spir^ 
itual resurrection, and thus become true Christians,*^ 
Thus we discover, that in the first sentence he makes all, 
unbelievers, or dead in sin, before a moral resurrection. 
In the second, he makes all, believers in Christ ; '* Those 
who believe, experience a spiritual resurrection.^* Which 
point does he wish to have us credit ? His entire argu- 
ment, then, upon this head, is not only unsound, but 
against himself. 

At this point, in a round-about way, my brother intro- 
duces Dan. 12 : 2. " And many of them that sleep in the 
dust of the earth shall awake, some to everlasting life, 
and some to shame and everlasting contempt." If this 
is a parallel of the text, why did he not quote it in his 
first discourse, and show its connection and bearing upon 
the subject under discussion ? In our first reply, we 
uttered our astonishment, I do not know but we Twar- 
velled a little ! when we noticed the fact that he did not 
even mention this passage, though he thought it a paral- 
lel text. He evidently dare not introduce it. He knew 
too well the cormection in which it stood, and the light 
that it would afford in explaining the text. And after 
being /orccd, as it were, to do so, he has introduced it in 
a very mysterious, unimportant part of his sermon, with 
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no eflfort to show in what way it supports the text. He 
says, " Mr. Cook insists that this is the parallel of my 
text." After which, he /am% replies, " I think so." 

Again, he says : ^' Mr. Cook claims that Bush makes 
Dan. 12 : 2, John 6 : 28, 29, teach a spiritual resurrection. 
To this I reply. Forty Bushes could not make a resurrec- 
tion ' to shame and everlasting contempt,' the same with 
a resurrection to no condemnation." And we will add^ 
that one Bush, had too much good sense and scriptural 
knowledge to try. But my opponent tried to make you 
believe that '* the same glass " of men, at one period 
should pass into no condemnation, and at another into 
damnation ! Which of the two would be the greatest 
absurdity 1 He continues : " Bush rejects the literal 
resurrection entirely." We deny that such is the fact. 
No man can prove that Professor Bush ever denied a lit- 
eral resurrection in a single scrap of his writings now 
extant. And Mr. Latham himself contradicts the charge 
^^ point blankj^' in the very next breath, or sentence. 
Hear him. '^ But Bush makes our text, and per conse- 
quence Dan. 12: 2, to teach the literal resurrection , 
to all who believe in such resurrection.^^ The sentence 
before was, that Prof. " Bush denied the literal res- 
urrection ENTIRELY." Certainly my brother must 
have been somewhat bewildered in travelling through 
such labyrinths as he had done in arriving at this part of 
his sermon, as the sequel will show. He remarks, " if 
we admit Bush as authority, you [we] must either admit 
that the text teaches a literal resurrection, or deny that it 
is taught in the New Testament." How so, if ' Bush 
rejects a literal resurrection entirely ' ? But we deny 
that Prof. Bush makes John 6 : 28, 29, Dan. 12 : 2, to 
teach a literal resurrection. He clearly and pointedly 
teaches the reverse. 

Again, my brother says: "Put Mr. Cook and Bush 
together." 
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*^ Mb. Cooe. — The New Testament does teach the 
liteml resurrection of the dead. 

'^ Bush. — This is undoubtedly the strongest passage in 
the New Testament in favor of the [common view of the] 
literal resurrection." 

Wonderful contrast ! What a glaring contradiction be- 
tween Bush and myself ! What in the world did my 
brother wish to show by this contrast ? Why, that we 
disagreed, and that I "must throw away Bush, or 
admit that the text teaches a literal resurrection." But 
we assure him that we shall do neither. Prof. Bush 
is not an infidel ; he does not reject the doctrine of a 
literal resurrection, nor draw it from our text ; neither do 
we. He sa3rs, that Dan. 12 : 2, John 5 : 28, 29, teach a 
moral resurrection. So do we. How, then, do we disa- 
gree upon the m^ain features of these texts ? 

Now let us examine the quotation from Prof. Bush. 
After the great display which Mr. Latham made on my 
quotation from Clarke, yet it seems that he does not 
hesitate, when it will serve his purpose, to quote an author 
so as to pervert his meaning. After giving his language, 
with a comment designed to make him mean what he 
does not mean, in putting our views in contrast, Mr. L. 
SUPPRESSES so much of his language as will make him 
support his own construction of the text, and contradict 
me. In our quotation, we have included the " omitted " 
words in a parenthesis. My opponent makes Prof. Bush 
to say, that " this is the strongest passage in the New 
Testament in favor of the literal resurrection ;" when, 
instead of desiring to be so understood, Bush says, " that 
this is undoubtedly the strongest passage in the New Tes- 
tament in favor (or the common view) of the literal res* 
urrection^" Thus did Mr. L. try to make an author 
mean what he does not teach, in order to make it appear 
that we must reject his testimony or admit his (Mr. L.'s) 
views. Ministers ^' who live in glass houses should not 
throw stones " .' 
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2, That is, second under the last head, my" 
quotes Ezk. 37 : 12 — 14, to prove that this text is not a 
parallel, because the prophet referred to a political resur- 
rection. The prophet referred to the restoration of the 
Jews, as a nation. This, he admits, " is spoken of un- 
der the figure of a resurrection.^^ Christ speaks of their 
destruction as a nation. Why, then, may not the pro- 
gress of their destruction, consistently be set forth under 
the figure of a resurrection ? But here my opponent is 
forced to admit sdl that we claimed upon the word graves, 
viz : that, though it literally signifies the abode of the 
dead, i. e. the burial place of the body, yet that it could 
be, and was used figuratively, by the sacred writers. 
Therefore, it can be no evidence, because used in the 
text, that it teaches a literal resurrection. Remember, 
that Mr. Latham acknowledges that the word graves, 
mnemeia, is used in the scriptures figuratively, and in 
connection with a moral resurrection i 

Again, my brother says : " Mr. Cook attempts to find 
a fulfilment of the text in the destruction of Jerusalem. 
It seems to me that he must fly to this resort as a mere 
matter of habit, since it involves him in terrible absur- 
dity." Well, what " absurdity^^ ? Why, he frames one 
of the most palpable and contradictory absurdities, that 
could be put together, and then openly charges it upon 
me ! This assertion we will prove. He says : " Mr. 
Cook claims as his view, that the subjects of the spiritual 
resurrection were not to be subject to the destruction 
which befell the great portion of the Jews." That ** the 
whole body of the Jewish people were then [at their 
destruction] to become true Christians." We deny ever 
having given any such view. We disclaim ever hav- 
ing SAID ANY thing, IN ANY PHRASE, PARAGRAPH, QUOTA- 
TION, SENTENCE, EITHER WRITTEN OR UNWRITTEN, THAT 

WOULD LEAD TO SUCH A CONCLUSION. Whcro my brother 
obtained this strange impression, we are unable to tell. 
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He certainly could not have so understood me. Every 
argument in my first sermon, touching this point, is di- 
rectly against the assertion. Our quotations from the 24th 
chap, of Matthew, from Clarke, from Cappe, from Bush, 
went directly to prove that those among the Jews who 
believed and received Christ, in the great hour of their 
judgment should be saved ; should " come forth to a 
resurrection of life," while all who rejected him, and 
remained in wilful unbelief, should be destroyed, come 
forth to condemnation, or " awake to shame and everlast- 
ing contempt." And this is true. Not a Christian, that 
we have any record of, perished in that great time of 
trouble, the destruction of the Jews ; while the great 
body of the Jewish church fell into atoms, as it were, 
amid the ruins of their nation. How then could my 
opponent, apparently so conscientious, charge upon me^ 
such views as he has done in the above quotation ? Did 
he do it to prejudice your minds, or to deceive you in 
regard to our sentiments, that he might the more effect- 
ually pass in silence our arguments drawn from Matt. 24 : 
1-21 ? Or was he not, as we have suggested, rather 
bewildered and lost in the windings and contradictions of 
his own arguments, to sustain his cause ? In his own 
words, we say : " But to such absurdities are men driven 
who attempt to set aside the plain word of God." 

4. He says : " My fourth argument, in proof that the 
resurrection of the text is literal, is as follows ; The 
Savior would not have used such language, if he had not 
designed to be understood as meaning the literal resurrec- 
tion.^^ Mr. Latham has changed this proposition from 
the one given in his first sermon. He finds it very con- 
venient sometimes to change his arguments. And he 
does not hesitate to do it, rather than acknowledge that 
he is wrong, and cannot sustain them. In his first ser- 
mon, this fourth argument was worded thus : " The 
Savior would not have used such language, if he had 
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been opposed to the doctrine of future punishment.^^ In 
his first sermon, he makes Christ refer to putube punish- 
ment ; in his second, to the literal resurrection. We 
replied to this argument, that the Jews had been address- 
ed by their own prophets in language embodying the 
same sentiments, which they could not misunderstand, 
and which could not be applied to a future state. There- 
fore when Christ addressed them, in language designed 
to impress upon their minds the same doctrines which 
they had been taught by their own prophets, they could 
not misunderstand him. As the prophets did not refer to 
future punishment, nor to the literal resurrection, neither 
did Christ. Had Jesus referred to these, the Jews would 
not have understood him, and therefore they would have 
been deceived. We remark, then, that "the Savior 

WOULD NOT HAVE USED SUCH LANGUAGE," IF HE HAD RE- 
FERRED TO FUTURE PUNISHMENT OR A LITERAL RESURREC- 
TION. He knew, 

"(1.) That the terms he used," were used by the 
prophets to teach a moral resurrection. 

"(2.) That as they were generally used " by the sa- 
cred writers, " they expressed that. 

" (3.) Consequently, he knew that he would be under- 
stood to mean that. 

"(4.) Therefore, as an honest teacher, he would not 
have used them unqualifiedly, as he did, if he had not " 
referred to a moral resurrection. 

5. The last argument of my opponent to prove a literal 
resurrection, was, " that those who are claimed as Uni- 
versalists in the primitive church, believed in future pun- 
ishment.^^ This proposition he also changed, so as to 
make it read, " in punishment after the resurrection,^^ 
instead of " in future punishment.^^ His argument upon 
this point was, " that as the fathers of the primitive church 
held the doctrine of future punishment, the apostles must, 
therefore, it must be true." Now this argument proves 
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(oo much for my bDother, therefore nothing. If the doc- 
tnne of fixture punishment be true, because those who 
were claimed as Universalists in the {Mrimitive church 
beli&yed it, then the doctrine of the saltation of all 
KEN mui^ be true, for they believed tkat also. This he 
wpuld not admit, even reasoning upon his own premises. 
But aside from this, the argument has no bearing upon 
the question. What men have beUeved in past ages, 
does not make, nor establish any doctrine of Christianity. 
The eady CSicistians, yea, even the disciples themselves, 
believed many doctrines, after they were converted to 
Christ, which they inherited from the religion of their 
fisithers, that were not true. The fact that they received 
the gospel, and believed in Jesus, did not make their 
errors, nor aU that they believed, true. This doctrine of 
future and endless punishment^ may not only be traced 
back to the days of Christ and the apostles, but through 
centuries before Jesus was sent to refute it, and to {pro- 
claim that *' THE Father sent the Son to be the Savior 
OF THic world.'' But age cannot make error, truth. 
Nor because the fathers of the primitive church believed 
it, is it true. So strongly were the impressions of a 
particd religion fSeistened upon the mind of Peter, that 
Jesus saw fit to erctse them by special revelation ; by the 
vision of the " great sheet," so as to teach him more 
clearly and impressively the doctrine of impartial good* 
ness, and the resurrection and salvation of all men. 
Though Peter, previous to his conversion, believed many 
errors, yet, because he believed them, it did not make 
them truth. We are to inquire after truth as Christ 
uttered it, and as the apostles uttered it, when he spake 
through them. Therefore, when my brother asserted "that 
no man, from the days of Christ and his apostles up to 
A. D. 1818, could be named, who rejected the doctrine 
of future punishment," the assertion does not prove that 
such doctrine is true. But we deny the assertion. 

15 
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The duration of punishment, Mr. Latham isaid that h^ 
could not argue. We thought for a moment, that he 
was going to say^ that he did not believe it. It cer^- 
tainly is a very hard, uninviting doctrine for a Christian 
to believe. A soul that has been made alive in Jesus ; 
a heart that has been warmed by the spirit of gospel 
love ; a mind that has been awakened to obedience, 
through the elevating power of truth, can have no st/nv- 
pathy with this doctrine. It may believe it ; but the 
combined energies, and desires of heart, mind, and soul, 
971 a Christian state^ are against it. Man's better nature 
revolts at the idea, that a God of LovCj Wisdom, Know- 
ledge, Goodness, Justice, Mercy, and Power, should 
create a world of intelligent beings, with the great fact 
indelibly stamped upon their very existence ; written in 
living characters upon that curtain which separates the 
present from the future, time from eternity, that seven 
out of every eight, of the human family, must suffer 

ENDLESS MISERT and TORTURE ,* that hc POSITIVELY KNEW 

THIS, when He of his own power, ushered them into 
being. This doctrine, which sprung up in a very remote 
and dark age of the world ; so contradictory to the char- 
acter of God, the mission of Christ, and all that is truly 
good in the higher nature of man, is fast waning under 
the true light of Christianity. The nations of the earth, 
have of late, seemed to arouse from its palsying, wither- 
ing, blasting influence, '^ and come forth to a resurrection 
of new life." Germany, the home of many great bibli- 
cal scholars, the birth-place of mighty religious reforms, 
is now, through her progress in theology, lifting the Cross 
of Christ above the dark, unholy power of this doctrine ; 
pointing to that as the prize of our high calling, and beck- 
oning the nations onward and upward to triumph and 
victory ! The light-of that cross shall no more go out. So 
high has she lifted its head above the errors of the people, 
that already has its light penetrated many of the dark 
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places of our own happy land ; and it shall not cease to 
pour a flood of increasing light and knowledge upon the 
darkness of surrounding nations, till the sound of war shall 
be heard no more ; till the last refuge of error and idolatry 
has been exposed ; till the entire family of man shall 
become one great brotherhood ; till love, and upity, and 
peace, and holiness shall be transfused through all hearts ; 
and, finally, till Methodists, Baptists, Pbesbttkrians, 
Catholics, and Uniyersalists, shall all become so chbis- 
tianized, liberalized, and united, as to acknowledge 
that " there is but one bodt, and one spirit, even as we 
are called in one hope of our calling; one Lord, one 
faith, one baptism, one Ood and FATHER of all, 
who is above all, and through all, and in us all." 

*' How long, dear Savior, oh ! how long, 
Shall this bright hour delay ; 
Fly swifter round je wheels of time. 
And bring the welcome day ! " 

There is hardly a noted biblical scholar in Germany, 
at the present time, who does not reject the doctrine of 
endless misery. Ever since the days of the Reformation^ 
wherfthe right of private judgment was declared and 
maintained. Christian truth has been continually pro- 
gressing, and the influence of this doctrine receding be- 
fore it. Even '* The World's Evangelical Alliance" * 
debated this question three dats and a half, before it 
was admitted as a fundamental doctrine of their creed. 
And though, at that time, its admission formed the basis 
of an ^^Evangelical AUiance,^^ at no distant period, its 

* A Conyention, formed of delegates from all Protestant Trinitarian 
denominations throughout the world, met in London August 19, 1846, to 
frame a creed, upon which all could unite, for the purpose of greater 
concert of action in their efforts to convert the world ! A noble cause, 
but a miserable foundation upon which to build it. Dr. Cox, of Brooklyn, 
N. Y., Rey. Mr. Kirk, of Boston, and other able representatives from 
America, were present. 
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r^jeetUm will form the hmsis of an ^'ErANOELniAL Umoir," 
of all Christian believers. 

We have now gone through with the reply of my 
brdther to my first sermon, and with an examination of 
all his arguments touching the subject. He has spent 
much time in criticising and discussing toards; and but 
very little^ in trying to prove that " that there will be 
punishment beyond the mediatorial kingdom of Christ." 
His whole argument Was founded upon the assumption, 
that vers. 21, 25, teach a literal resurrection. If he failed 
to establish this, he acknowledges that he has failed to 
prove that vers. 28, 29, teach a literal resurrection, be- 
cause they teach the same. That he has fidled in this 
attempt, must appear evident to every discerning, unpre- 
judiced mind. And we shall endeavor to make this fail- 
ure more apparent as we proceed in our direct argument 
upon the text. Not a single passage of scripture did he 
introduce as direct evidence upon the great question at 
issue. My friends, does not this fact look rather suspi- 
cious? Do not his actions here, speak louder than a 
volume of words against his cause ? Why did he not 
bring at least one passage, and show that it supported 
his views of the text ? If there had been one in all 
God's Bible, from Genesis to Revelation, that could have 
been quoted to support his views, do you think that he, 
with all his professed critical acumen, and biblical know- 
ledge, and research, would have left it unquoted ? No. 
We do not say that he did not quote scripture. He did. 
But you will remember that he did not offer it as direct 
evidence upon the question oi punishment beyond the final 
resurrection. There is not a passage, that can be found 
in the Bible, to sustain such a doctrine. Had there been, 
he would have quoted it. 

1. We will now briefly give our owh views upon the 
text. One of my strongest arguments ,* one that we re- 
lied upon most, as directly sustaining our views, was not 
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even notioed by my oppon^it In this argument we 
qnoted much scripture ha?ing a direct bearing upon the 
doctrine of a moral resurrection. We gave the testimony 
of acknowledged bibUcal scholars confirming this doc- 
trine, and yet bro. Latham, with his creed before his eyes, 
and his hand over his mouth, passed it in uiter silence ! 
We asked him, directly, an important question ; we invited 
him to controvert the point under consideration if he could ; 
but not a word could we draw from him touching the 
matter. This clearly proves that he considered the argu«- 
ment unanswerable. We argued in our first sermon that 
Ghrist evidently referred to the prophecy of Dan. 12 : 1, 
2. Mr. Latham admits that this is a parallel text. If so, 
then, whatever Dan. meant, Christ meant. The resurrec- 
tion and judgment, referred to by the prophet, must be the 
same as that referred to by our Savior. This fact being 
acknowledged, in order to arrive at the scriptural meaning 
of the text, we endeavored to determine by the testimony 
of Daniel and Christ the Hme of the resurrection mention- 
ed by both. We argued that this fact would enable us to 
determine definitely whether Jesus referred to this life or 
the futurej and whether he designed to be understood as 
speaking of a moral or literal resurrection. It must be ev- 
ident to every inquiring mind, that if we can ascertain the 
time of the resurrection referred to by the prophet, and 
Jesus, we can easily determine the kind. In the investi- 
gation of this matter, we are to lay aside prejudice, creed, 
and long cherished notions, and seek after the truth. We 
ask, then, if the time of the resurrection referred to is spe- 
dfied ? Have Daniel and Christ made this matter plain, so 
that we heed not err ? Most assuredly they have ! We have 
but to turn to their evidence, and the subject is made as clear 
as the light of the mid-day sun. Dan. says, 12 : 1, 2, * And 
at that time shall Michael stand up the great prince which 
standeth for the children of thy people, and there shall be 
a time of trouble, such as never was since there was a na- 
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Hon, even to that same time, and at that time, thy people 
shall be delivered every one that shall be found written 
in the book. And many of them that sleep in the dust of 
the earth shall awake, some to everlasting life, and some 
to shame and everlasting contempt." Ver. 7, " And when 
he shall have accomplished to scatter the power of the 
holy people, all these things shall be finished." This 
last verse, as you will discover, tells when the events in the 
first and second verses, shall take place. '' There shall 
be a time of trouble such as never was since there was a 
nation, ^^ '^ And many of them that sleep in the dust of 
the earth shall awakeJ^ Now, when shall this time of 
trouble and resurrection take place ? We have the answer 
in ver. 7, ** When he shall have accomplished to scatter 
the power of the holy people." No person will deny that 
these phrases, - the holy people ;' ' the children of thy people,^ 
refer to the Jews. Indeed, these are com^non phrases, by 
which the Jew& are denominated in the Old Testament. 
To decide the time of the resurrection, we must ascertain 
when * the holy people, the Jews, were to be scattered 
abroad ; when their power as a nation and people were to 
be taken from them. Should we ask a school boy, who 
had ever read the history of the Jews, he [could answer } 
he could put his finger upon the precise period of time, 
without a moment's hesitation. 

But mark ! The ' time of trouble,' and the resurrection 
' to shame and everlasting contempt,' were to be experi- 
enced; take place, when the Almighty should 'scatter 
the power ;' should bring the Jews into judgment, as a 
nation ! This fact is made plain by the language of Dan- 
iel himself. But we are looking after the time when this 
great work was to be finished. If the emphatic words of 
the prophet, ' and when he shall have accomplished to 
scatter the power of the holy people, all these things 
SHALL be finished,' are not sufficient, we will bring for- 
ward the evidence of our Savior upon this point. 
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Let it be understood that Daniel in the last quoted 
words evidently refers to the destruction of the Jews as a 
nation. No other inference can be drawn from the lan- 
guage. No man will attempt to deny that such was the 
intention of the prophet. But another important fact ap- 
pears, which should be noticed here, viz. that the resur- 
rection mentioned, was clearly included in ' tho$e things^ 
which were to be fulfilled at that time. ' All these things 
^hall be finished^ ; i. e. ' the time of trouble ; such as 
NEVEB was,' ver. 1, when ' many of them who sleep in 

THE DUST OF THE EARTH SHALL AWAKE,' VOr. 2, SHALL 

BE FULFILLED. That Dauiol referred to the scattering^ 
and destruction^ and ' everlasting contempt,^ which should 
fall upon the Jews, may be easily proved by the applica- 
tion which Christ made of the very identical words of the 
prophet, Matt. 24. Ver. 16 : * When ye therefore shall see 
the abomination of desolation spoken of by Daniel the 
prophet, (Dan. 12: 11.) ' Stand in the holy place: who- 
so readeth let him understand.' Thus Christ, not only 
quotes the words, but he calls the prophet's name, and 
exhorts his hearers to understand the prophecy of Daniel, 
which referred to their destruction, when 'Jerusalem 
^should be compassed about with armies,' and ' the 
abomination which maketh desolate, standing where it 
ought not.' Ver. 16 : " Then let them which be in Judea 
flee into the mountains." Ver. 20 : "But pray ye that 
your flight be not in the winter, neither on the Sabbath 
day." Ver. 21 : ' For then shall be great tribulation, 
such as was not since the beginning of the world to this 
time, no, nor never shall be.' 

Here our Savior, ver. 16: 21, quotes nearly verbatim 
Dan. 12 : 1, 11, and applies it to the great judgment speed- 
ily coming upon the Jews. That Jesus referred, in these 
words, to the destruction of Jerusalem ; to the scattering 
of ' THE power' of the Jews ; to their judgment as ' the 
HOUSE OF God' ; to their destruction, and dispersion among 
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all natiocMi, efloinot be denied. That Dan. referred to the 
same events, is certain from 4be feet, that Christ, not only 
quotes his words, but told the disciples, that his prophecy, 
12th chapter, would then be fulfilled ; and thenceforth, 
when they read, they might thus * understand^ the pro' 
phet. This truth being clearly demonstrated, in order 
to ascertain the time of the resurrection, Dan. 12 : 2, we 
have only to examine the connection between the 1st and 
2d verse. Now let it be remembered that bro. Latham 
admits that Dan. 12 : 2, John 6 : 28, 29, are parallel texts, 
that whatever the prophet means, Jesus must be under-' 
stood as meaning the same — that whatever resurrection 
Dan. referred to, Christ, in John 5: 28, refers to the same. 
Therefore, if between the two, we can ascertain the iimeg 
we can determine, beyond all cavil or confradioticMi, the 
nature of the resurrection, whether morale or literal. 
Mark the text ! " And at that time . . • there shall be a 
time of trouble such as never was since there was a na-' 
tion. . . And many of them that sleep in the dust of the 
earth shall awake, some to everlasting life, and some to 
shame and everlasting contempt." No individual can 
mistake the very strong connection existing between these 
verses. The word 'and' connects the two sentences to- 
gether, so visibly and strongly, that no ereed can separate 
them, so as to make one refer to the destruction of the 
Jews, and the other to a literal resurrection, and endless 
punishment. ^ And at that time there shall be a time of 
trouble.' ... * And', and what ? Why, ' And at that time 
of trouble' ' many of them that sleep in the dust of the earth 
shall awake.' The time then, specified in ver. 1st, must 
be the time of the resurrection, ver. 2d. This deduction 
must appear conclusive. 

It remains, therefore, in order for us to settle the final 
question, to determine when this time was to be. Enough 
has already been said upon this point ; but to clear it of 
all doubt, and put the question at rest, we will again 
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quote the words of our Savior, Matt. 24 : 15, 16, 21 : 
^^ When ye, therefore, shall see the abomination of deso- 
lation spoken of by Daniel the prophet, stand in the holy 
place. . . . Then let them which be in Judea flee into 
the mountains. . . . For then shall be great tribulation, 
such as was not since the beginning of the world to this 
time, no, nor never shall be." All admit that these words 
refer to the destruction of the Jews. The last verse is a 
quotation from Dan. 12 : 1. If Christ, then, applied the 
language of the prophet, ver. 1, to that great event, there 
can be but one conclusion in reference to the time of the 
resurrection, ver. 2. We have seen that Dan. 12 : 2, 
referred to ver. 1, for the time of its fulfilment ;i or as 
the period, when the resurrection should take place. 
Christ declared, that Dan. 12 : ver. 1, and '' per conse- 
quence," ver. 2, should have its fulfilment in the final 
overthrow of the Jewish nation and polity. Therefore, 
the resurrection Dan. 12 : 2, referred to a m>oral resurreo 
Hon, This fact, or deduction, being the inevitable result 
of the evidence of the prophet and Jesus, we may now 
clearly determine not only the nature, but the time of 
the resurrection in John 6 : 28, 29. These texts are par- 
allel. They refer to the same resurrection. This fact is 
admitted by my opponent. Now we repeat the question, 
(and this is the one that my brother passed in silence,) 
'' if it is reasonable to suppose that Christ, in Matt. 24, 
quoted the prophecy of Dan. 12, embracing a resurrec- 
tion and judgment, and applied that prophecy as having 
its fulfilment in the resurrection, and damnation of the 
Jews, and in John 6 : 28, 29, quoted a part of the same 
language, the precise sentiment, and applied it to a literal 
resurrection, and judgment in the future state " ? Say, 
does such a supposition, bear the slighest mark of con- 
sistency ? If my brother would withdraw his hand from 
his mouth for a single moment, he must answer, no ! 
Here then, the subject is drawn out into its true light. 

16 
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We see that the time of the resurrection mentioned by 
the prophet, is specified, or defined by our Savior, with 
a clearness that cannot be misunderstood, with a meaning 
that cannot be misapplied. It will not do to pass these 
arguments, these facts with a sneer, by saying that it is 
" a mere matter of habit,^^ referring these passages to the 
great moral resurrection and judgment of the Jews. Such 
remarks cast deep reflections and dark insinuations against 
the Lamb of God, because against his scriptural exposi- 
tions. 

Having now ascertained the time and kind of resurrec- 
tion in the text, we will look a little more closely into its 
particulars. 

1. " The resurrection to life," is descriptive of that 
state enjoyed by the believer in Christ ; it is the reward 
of well-doing. Those individuals in the days of Jesus, 
being able to understand the signs which were to pre- 
cede, not only the fall of the Jewish nation, but also 
his appearing in his kingdom, were prepared to escape 
the terrible calamities coming upon them ; or, in the 
words of the Savior, " should not come into condemna- 
tion" We have already noticed that Dr. Clarke gives 
as the first meaning of the word condemnation ; " into 
judgment — that which will speedily come upon this unbe- 
lieving race," viz : the Jews. Thus we see that Clarke 
makes an application of the subject, which Christ was 
treating here, to the destruction of the Jews. Was this 
a mere matter of haUt with the Dr. ? He did so, not 
only from the nature of the subject, but from the force 
of the original word, rendered "condemnation." 

2. " The resurrection to damnation," in my opinion, 
should be understood with particular reference to the 
judgment of " the chosen people of God." We offer 
two reasons in support of this opinion. 1. The meaning 
of the original term, krisis, rendered ver. 24, condemna- 
tion, ver 27, judgment, ver. 29, damnation. 2. As a still 
more important reason, we offer the fact, that Christ was 
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speaking directly upon this subject in the text. Itr* 
Latham says^ '' condemnation in ver. 24, and damnation 
ver. 28, are the same term in the original, viz : krisis.^^ 
The meaning of the word /crisis, is '' judgment, trial, 
SENTENCE,'' &c. KtisiSj 38 rendered ^' damnation*^ in 
the text, in my opinion, does not clearly illustrate the 
particular subject which our Lord had under considera* 
tion. He was speaking, as we have shown, upon the 
great time of trouble and judgment coming upon the 
Jews. Had this word been rendered judgment, it would 
have been relieved of many of those notions, now attach- 
ed to the term '' damnation," and illustrated more clearly 
the great day of trial, or judgment of the Jewish people, 
to which Christ referred. Still we are not particular in 
regard to the translation. 

3. Another fact unnoticed by my brother, is that the 
" life," ver. 29, according to his reasoning, cannot be the 
same, as the " life" vers. 21, 26. It certainly ought to 
be, to support the doctrine of " extension,'*^ If the resur- 
rection be the same, the state of the same class of sub- 
jects, ought to be the same. He makes the ** life " vers. 
21, 25, natural life, while in vers. 29, he makes it spir* 
itual, immortal " fo/e." The first he makes to be real* 
ized in this state of being ; the second, in the future. 
There is no analogy in this reasoning. Admit a moral 
resurrection, and this discrepancy vanishes, and harmony 
is restored between the verses. 

4. We mentioned in our first sermon that the state of 
each class, in the text, is the reward of works. " They 
that have done good, shall come forth, unto the resurrec- 
tion of life, and they that have done evil, unto the resur- 
rection of damnation." We argued that the resurrection 
to a life of immortality, is not founded upon the works 
nor righteousness of the creature. Therefore, the text 
could not refer to such resurrection. To meet this argu- 
ment, and to support his doctrine, my opponent contend- 
ed, f and he is thft nnltr pi-ii»io*i«*^ ♦!-»#»♦ t *. — « u^».,4 ^^^-.^i 
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the following sentiment,) that mankind^ are to be sateii 
BT THEIR WORKS ! He sajTs, in reference to my argument 
touching this point : '' The fallacy of this assumption is 
in the second premise, for he knew that millions do thus 
argue." How ? " That the state of immortality is the 
reward of works." No, Bro. Latham, this is new doc- 
trine to me, for I did not know that millions^ who profess 
Christianity, would argue so directly against the great 
doctrine of salvation, as revealed in the gospel. Men 
saved through their own works and righteousness ! Where 
then, are the merits of the blessed Redeemer ? Why did 
he suffer, and shed his blood, and die, if he cannot redeem 
men from sin, without the agency of their righteousness, 
or if they are to be saved by works ? This doctrine is 
contrary to the whole train of scripture evidence upon 
the subject of man's eternal destiny. Peter, in preaching 
Christ, said : '* Neither is there salvation in any other ; 
for there is none other name under heaven, given among 
men, whereby we " may? No. "Whereby we" can? 
No. But, " whereby we MUST be saved." Such was 
the reasoning of Peter. Paul said, " By grace are ye 
saved, through faith, that, not of yourselves, it is the gift 
OF God ; not of Works, lest any man should boast." 
Still, my brother says, " millions do argue " that men will 
be saved through their works. Let it be understood, 
then, that Mr. Latham predicates a state of immortality ; 
of happiness, or misery, upon the works of the creature. 
Of course the sufferings, and death of Christ might have 
been spared. But I do not think, after all, that this is his 
real opinion. He probably was driven into this contra- 
diction of the scriptures, for the time being, merely to 
support his views of the text. It was his only alterna^ 
tive. And this fact, ought to convince every reflecting 
mind, that he is wrofig, that these absurdities are the 
inevitable results of his reasoning. 

6. We will now briefly notice the word graves. You 
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will remember that he laid great stress upon this 
word. But what does he mean, by coming forth from 
the graves^ at the literal resurrection ? Is the soul in the 
grave ? No, it is with God who gave it. What is it then, 
that is to come out of the graves ? The mortal body ? No, 
that has returned to the dust-^man is to be raised in a 
spiritual body, Paul says, ' we are sown a natural body, 
raised a spiritual body." (Jan a spiritual body come out 
of the grave ? No. If the soul, then, does not come from 
the grave at the resurrection, there certainly can be no 
meaning in his argument on the term graves. Even ad-* 
mitting that the mortal body is to rise, still as the soul 
is the part which is to enjoy happiness or suffer misery, 
there is no meaning in his application of the text. The 
identical thing that experienced a '^ resurrection to life, and 
to damnation,' came forth from, or out of the grave. This 
is clear from the text. * ^' All that are in their graves. . 
shall come forth.^^ My bro. does not believe that the soul 
is in the grave, therefore it can have no resurrection from 
it. If my opponent makes any use of the term graves^ 
he must give it a figurative meaning. He cannot use it 
literally^ if he does, he is forced to acknowledge that the 
soul of man is in the grave at the resurrection. But let 
the text represent as it clearly does, a moral subject, and 
the condition of the believer and the unbeliever, before 
and after this resurrection. The mind of the unbeliever 
is in a state set forth very forcibly by a figure, drawn 
from the word graves. The grave is a dark, hidden, 
gloomy place ; a fit emblem of those who are " dead in 
trespasses and sins." The soul, through faith, may expe- 
rience a resurrection from such a grave, to spiritual life — 
the soul in unbelief to damnation. Thus does the force 
of the term graves powerfully support the doctrine of a 
moral resurrection. 

6. We will now give the testimony of a few acknowl- 
edged biblical scholars, going to show that we are sup- 
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ported in our doctrines of the text, by learned, critical Ex' 
positors of the scriptures. The expositions of Prof. Bush, 
are clear, and worthy of consideration. He is a man, pos- 
sessing a clear and active mind-^« scholar, and in no small 
degree, a theologian. My bro. said he was not a Presby- 
terian, and therefore was not orthodox, when he wrote his 
work on the Resurrection. This is no argument against 
the truth of his scriptural expositions. Can not a man ex- 
plain a passage of Scripture except he be a Presbyterian ? 
Bush says, ' It is to us unquestionable that our Savior had 
in his eye the oft-quoted passage, Dan. 12 : 2. . . . The 
phraseology is indeed somewhat varied, but the general 
identity of import is obvious. . . That the words contain 
an allusion of some sort to the kindred passage of Daniel, 
we think cannot be questioned. And yet as it is clear. 
Upon reference to Daniel, that he does not speak oi* a 

GENERAL RESURRECTION AT THE £ND OF THE WORLD, it 

seems to he forcing our Savior^s language to assign that 
(i. e. a general resurrection) ' as its true scope." Again, 
another biblical scholar gives the following exposition of 
the text : " Believe me for it is true, not only that the 
hour is very near at hand, when some who are now per- 
fectly inattentive and insensible to my call, shall hear the 
voice in which I will address them from my approaching 
state of exaltation, and being obedient thereto, shall live ; 
but it is alike true, that, though yet further oflf, yet the 
time is at no great distance, within the compass of this 
present generation, when all that are now in the graves, 
who at present sit in darkness and the shadow of death, 
the whole body of the Jewish people, shall hear the voice 
of the Son of God, summoning them to judgment, and 
being then at length all awakened, to perceive who and 
what he is, shall come forth out of their present state of 
darkness and ignorance to a new state of mind, to a res- 
urrection, which, to those who have been obedient to the 
call of Providence, shall issue in the preservation of their 
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lives, amidst the calamities which shall orerwhelm their 
country ; to those who have refused to hearken to 
them, shall issue in their condemnation, to fall among 
them that fall, and to take their share in all the bitterness 
of the calamities that are hastening to involve their coun- 
try. Matt. 25: 1—13. Luke 13: 26— 30."— Oafpe. 

We introduced this author in our first discourse. Mr. 
Latham said that he is not good authority because he is a 
restorationist. He seems to think that no man can ex- 
pound the scriptures unless he believes in endless mise- 
BY. But he said that we introduced him as a ^popular 
commentator.^ Here he was mistaken. We made no 
such assertion. He was introduced only as an able bilh 
Ucal scholar. Such he was. Bush believes in endless 
punishment. Cappe believed in a future judgment and 
punishment beyond the literal resurrection. Yet neither 
of them makes the text to teach this doctrine ; but clearly 
support the views we have offered. Bro. Latham charges 
us of claiming the support of Dr. Clarke on the text in 
our first sermon. We have denied the charge, because 
we made no such claim. We had not then minutely ex- 
amined Clarke upon these verses. But the fact that Mr. 
Latham did not quote him upon the text, led us to sus- 
pect that he (Clarke) did not sustain his views. This 
led us to another, and a more thorough examination, and 
to our joy, as well as utter astonishment and surprise, 
we find that Dr. Clarke, in connecting verses 27, 28, 
strongly favors our exposition of the text. We will 
quote him under verse 28, and without laying claim 
to his exposition, leave you to judge. After speaking 
of the punctuation, he says, " In verses 26 and 27, our 
Lord, in speaking of himself as envoy of God, said, 
the Father had given him to have life in himself so 
that like any of the ancient prophets he could vivify oth- 
ers : and that he had given him authority to execute 
Judgment, probably referring to that judgment which 
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HE WAS SHOBTLT TO EXECUTE ON THIS UNBELIEVING NATION ; 

and apparently in direct reference to Dsin. 7 : 13. " Be- 
hold one like the son of man came with the cloudsy &c. 
a place which the Jews expound of the promised Messi- 
ah." Clarke then goes on to expound the text in com- 
mon, with the doctrine of future punishment. But says, 
' The FIRST sense^ (i. e. the above quotation) appears to 
some the most probable ; though they both amount to 
nearly the same meaning.' These last words were added 
probably to smoothe the exposition over a little, as the 
Dr. must have known that there is a vast difference be- 
tween the judgment of Israel, and the common view of a 
judgment at the end of the world. Now understand, that 
Dr. Clarke, in connecting ver. 27 with 28, which he says 
is the proper punctuation, i. e. that they are both one 
verse, favors our views of the subject. Twice from ver. 
21 — 29, Clarke refers the subject of our Lord to the judg- 
ment of the Jews. Though he gives a double view to 
some verses, yet in nearly every instance, he prefers the 
exposition which we have given of the subject. Mark, 
that he makes ver. 27 to refer to the great trial of the 
Jews. If v(ir. 27 refers to that event, ver. 28, 29 must 
also. We might here give the expositions of Paige, Drs. 
Doddridge, Lightfoot, Whitby, and Ballou, confirm- 
ing the views we have taken of this subject. These are 
men of high biblical authority, and excepting Paige and 
Ballou, believers in endless punishment ; yet they did not 
rely upon this text to teach the doctrine. With all this 
evidence, we cannot see how any reasonable mind can re- 
ject our views. 

In concluding my remarks upon this subject, we will 
notice briefly ver. 21 : 26. "As the Father raise th up 
the dead and quickeneth them, even so the Son quicken- 
eth whom he will." As an exposition of this verse we 
will turn to Eph. 2: J — ^6. " And you hath he quick- 
ened, who were dead in trespasses and sins. Wherein in 
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times past ye walked according to the course of this worId| 
according to the prince of the power of the air, the spirit 
that now worketh in the children of disobedience : Among 
whom also we all had our conversation in times past in the 
lusts of our flesh, fulfilling the desires of the flesh and the 
mind, and were by nature the children of wrath, even as 
others. But God who is rich in mercy, for his great love 
wherewith he loved us, even when we were dead in sins, 
hath quickened us together with Christ, (by grace are ye 
saved.) And hath raised us up together, and made us sit 
together in heavenly places in Christ Jesus." These pas^ 
sages are plain and to the point. Vers. 24, 26, speak of 
the same kind of death, and resurrection. Rev. Charles 
Hudson, in his ' defence of the doctrine of a future retri^ 
bution,^ in reply to Rev. Walter Balfour, says of ver. 25, 
'' This is undoubtedly a spiritual or moral resurrec* 
inoN." Indeed, this is the prevailing sentiment among 
nearly all biblical scholars. The language of our Savior 
itself, clearly sustains this doctrine. Thus we find that 
the main premises of my opponet are unsound. His 
conclusions, therefore, cannot be true. His great eflbrt 
Was to prove that vers. 21, 26, teach a literal resur- 
rection. This he has failed to do, because the doctrine is 
not only plainly re.futed by the passages then:selves, but 
by the united testimony of nearly every biblical exposi- 
tor. Upon this failure, we claim, according to his own 
reasoning, that vers. 28, 29, do not teach a literal resur*> 
rection ; because he has acknowledged, that, if a literal 
resurrection is not taught in the two first verses, it is not 
in the two la^t, therefore, as we have clearly shown that 
such resurrection is not taught in the^^mer, it cannot be 
in the latter. 

The subject now stands clear. Stripped of a false in- 
terpretation, it is left to bear its own primary, natural, 
common-sense meaning. Our Lord was discoursing upon 
one kind of death and resurrection from ver. 21 — ^29. He 

17 
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used vivid figures, strong and forcible language, to con* 
vey to his hearers the great and important truths which 
he taught. They clearly understood him, because ' never 
man spake like this man.' The view which we have 
taken, makes every part of the Great Teacher's discourse 
to harmonize. There appears no abrupt dodging from 
one subject to another-— first speaking o{ judgmetii in this 
life — and in the next breath, of judgment in eternity — 
in one verse, of a moral resurrection — in the next, of a lit- 
eral, without any notice of a change of subject. Christ 
was uniform in his phraseology, as he was plain and sim- 
ple. His words had a meaning, and when they fell upon 
the slumbering consciences of men, they aroused them to 
fe^ their condition. 
x^^Tinally, let me say, in concluding this long, and per- 
haps tedious discourse, that I have been greatly aided 
through the influence of the prayers and sjrmpathies of 
this vast assembly. In this respect, I have had the deci- 
ded advantage of my brother. Every desire, every pur- 
pose of our heavenly Father, as manifested in Nature 
and Revelation, blend into one common center, into one 
great object, viz. the Salvation of every intelligent, im- 
mortal soul. Angels in heaven are looking down with 
intense anxiety, upon the progress of that great quicken- 
ing, life-giving, purifying spirit of the * everlasting gos- 
pel,' which, through * the Lamb of God, who taketh away 
the SIN OF THE WORLD,' is to Spread its mighty conquests 
over the earth, till it has traversed the vast empire of 
thought, and feeling, and sympathy ; and united all kind- 
reds, tribes, and nations, into one holy, virtuous, peaceful, 
and happy family. They rejoice when one sinner re- 
pents and turns to God. Good men, whose souls have 
been baptized with the influence of the celestial fire and 
the holy spirit, are laboring to make known the great ob- 
ject of Jesus's life, passion, and resurrection. As I have 
stood here this evening, though some of you may have 
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feared, yet all have hoped, that I might be able at last, to 
explain the text in harmony with those sublime, inspiring 
doctrines of the great salvation. Your Christian pray- 
ers, sympathies, and desires, have surrounded me as 
an atmosphere of living light, giving unction to every 
word, strength to every argument, power to every truth. 
Not so with my brother. He stood solitary and alone, 
wrestling in argument, against the pleasure, purpose, and 
will of God — against the great object of the Savior's life, 
and death, and against the highest and purest desire of all 
good beings in the Universe. He stood, unassisted by the 
influence of Christian prayer — ^unaided by the hope of a 
single Christian soul. No Christian can hope, nor pray 
for sin and misery to exist as long as truth and happiness 
exist. Ood never designed that such a state should be 
the result of his moral government — of his noblest crea- 
tion. 

The doctrine of unbounded benevolence, of infinite 
goodness to all ; and of the universal triumph of grace 
over sin, is a subject which has occupied the sympathies, 
and labor of all good minds, in every age of the world. 
We mean those minds in ancient times which were di- 
vinely illuminated, and inspired to speak the truth. Far 
back in the morning of creation ; when sin and its conse- 
quences were first known, God manifested his great 
love, by giving man an assurance that virtue, and happi- 
ness, and truth, were eternal principles ; that they must 
ultimately triumph. To this end, the promises of spirit- 
ual, universal blessing, were made. To this end, the gos- 
pel was preached unto Abraham, saying, " In thy seed, 
(which was Christ) shall all nations, and families, and 
kindreds of the earth be blessed." Peter, the bold, active, 
persevering disciple of our Lord ; when laboring to estab- 
lish the claims of Christianity upon the Jews, said, " And 
he shall send Jesus Christ, which before was preached 
unto you, whom the heavens must receive, until the time 
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OfTWL RESTITUTION O/* ALL THINGS wktch Ood hoik SpokeU 

by the mouth of all his holt prophets since the world 
BEGAN." Thus we have inspired evidence, that every 
inspired man of God, from the foundation of the world, 
has preached the doctrine ' of the restitution of all things', 
or the final redemption of all souls. When Christ came, 
he declared that " God so loved the world, that he sent 
his Son not to condemn the world, but that the world 
through him might be saved.^^ And again, '' For 1 came 
down from heaven not to do mine own will, but the will 
of him that hath sent me. And this is the Father's will 
that sent me, that of all which he hath given me, I should 

lose nothing, but should RAISE IT UP AGAIN AT THE LAST 

DAT." And again he said, "And I, if I be lifted up from 
the earth, will draw ALL MEN unto me." In these pas- 
sages, Jesus plainly declares the great purpose of his mis- 
sion and the resurrection and salvation of all men. Paul 
said, ' God will have all men to be saved and come un- 
to the knowledge of the truth'. No language could be 
plainer, nor more to the point. It is useless to comment 
upon it. Again, ' God hatli abounded towards us in all 
wisdom and prudence ; Having made known unto us the 
mystery of his will ; according to his good pleasure which 
he hath purposed in himself : That in the dispensation of 
the fulness of times, he might gather together in one, all 
things in Christ, both which are in heaven, and which 
are on earth ; even in him.' John, that disciple whom 
Jesus loved, said, ^ God is Love . . And we have seen and 

DO TESTIFT THAT THE FaTHER SENT THE SoN TO BE THE 

Savior of the world.' 

Here we have the testimony of Christ, corroborated by 
his own apostles, teaching us in the strongest and most 
forcible language, the redemption of every living, intelli- 
gent, immortal soul. There is one, among other passages, 
which David used in preaching this doctrine, which we 
must quote. It is so full, so expressive, so comprehensive 
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that it cannot faul to convince the most prejudiced mind 
that HE firmly believed and taught the universal obedi- 
ence, and consequent holiness of all men. Remember 
the words ! ' All thb ends of the world shall remember 
and TURN unto the Lord, and all the kindreds of the 
NATIONS SHALL WORSHIP BEFORE HIM, for the kingdom 
is the Lord's and he is governor among the nations.' If 
these words are true, we shall all one day, meet in hea- 
ven, to love, worship, and praise God. We will close our 
scripture quotations in the language of the Revelator, where 
he was permitted to look forward through the eye of faith, 
to the end of Christ's reign, and saw the universal tri- 
umphs of truth and grace, over the reign of sin and evil. 
" And EVERT CREATURE tohtck ts in heaven, and on the 
earth, and under the earth, and such as are in the sea, 
and ALL THAT ARE IN THEM, I heard, saying blessing, and 
honor, and glory, and power, be unto him that sitteth up- 
the throne, and unto the Lamb for ever and ever." 

These words cannot be true, and universal salvation 
untrue. And what a song that will be ; when every or- 
der of intelligent beings, from the highest seraph that 
walks the golden streets of the New Jerusalem, illumina- 
ted by the light of the cross, down to the last earth- wan- 
dering soul, redeemed by the blood of the Lamb ; shall join 
and swell the loud chorus of redeeming praise, and ac- 
knowledge that " Jesus Christ is Lord to the glory of God 
the Father." Oh how we shall rejoice to rise — " and vie 
with angels while they sing" — how we shall rejoice, when 
the light of that eternal day shall dawn — when sin shall 
be finished — when misery and suffering shall end — when 
strife, and contention, and malice, and wrath, and anger, 
and einl speaking, shall cease — when purity, love, union, 
and brotherly kindness, shall pervade all souls ! And rise 
we shall, " For we shall not all sleep, but we shall all 
BE CHANGED, in a momcut, in the twinkling of an eye, at 
the last trump, for the trumpet shall sound and the dead 
shall be raised incorruptible, and we shall be changed.^^ 
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These doctrines have not only inspired the souls of 
prophets and apostles, but great men in modern times. It 
was said that we claimed Wesley as a Universalist. Not 
so. So far as his creed was concerned, he was not. 
Though he clearly insinuated this doctrine when speaking 
of the extent of God^s promises. Every man untram- 
elled by a creed, is a Universalist. This is the doctrine 
of his moral nature. Men, of a hard faith, and an iron 
creed, have been completely melted down, so as to lose 
sight of both, when their minds have been turned to con- 
template the triumphs of truth, and the victories of infi- 
nite grace. Dr. Clarke, if he were not a Universalist in 
his creed, he was in his thoughts, and in the deep and 
thrilling utterance of his soul, when he wrote his com- 
ment on Rom. 5 : 21. "i^or where sin abounded, grace 
did much more abound, that as sin hath reigned unto 
death,^^ &c. His mind at that time was creedless, God 
was with him by the influence of grace, and inspired hiiti 
to speak great truths. 

Clarke says: ^^That as sin hath reigned unto death,] 
As extensively, as deeply, as universally, as sin ; wheth- 
er implying the act of transgression, or the impure prin- 
ciple from which the act proceeds, or both ; hath reigned, 
subjected the whole earth and all its inhabitants ; the 
whole soul and all its powers, unto death, temporal of the 
body, spiritual of the soul, and eternal of both. Even 
so, as extensively, deeply, and UNITERSALLY m>ight 
GRACE REIGN, filling the whole earth, and pervading, and 
purifying, and refining the whole soul ; through right- 
eousness, through this doctrine of free salvation, by 
the blood of the Lamb, and by the principle of holiness 
transfused through the soul by the Holy Ghost ; unto 
eternal life, the proper object of an immortal spirit's 
hope, the only sphere where the human intellect can rest, 
and be happy in the place and state where God is ; where 
he is seen as he is ; and where he can be enjoyed with- 
out interruption, through an eternal progression of know- 
ledge and beatitude by Jesus Christ our Lord ; as the 
cause of our salvation, the means by which it is commu- 
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iQicated, and the source from which it springs. Thus we 
find that the saltation from sin here, is as EXTEN- 
SIVE AND COMPLETE, as the guilt and contamination 
of sin ; death is conquered ; hell disappointed, the 
DEVIL confounded, AND SiN TOTALLY DESTROY- 
ED. Here is glorying, to Him who hath loved us, and 
washed us from our sins in his own blood, and hath 
made us kings and priests to God and his Father, be 
glory and dominion for ever and ever, Am£nf Hallelujah ! 
The Lord God omnipotent reigneth ! Amen, and Amen." 

Thus did this great man speak, while dwelling upon 
the reign of grace— of free salvation. Now mark ! 
Death never will be conquered, if it is eternal — the devil 
never will be confounded, if he is finally the means of 
making seven-eighths of the human family miserable to 
all eternity — hell never will be disappointed, if it can 
pour out its burning venom, and wrath upon even one 
SOUL, as long as happiness exists — sin never will be to- 
tally DESTROYED, if mcH are to continue to sin, as long 
as truth and holiness shall endure. Let me exhort you 
then to be wise, search the scriptures, love God, because 
he first loved you, with all your heart, mind, and strength, 
and your neighbor as yourself Live the religion of 
Jesus, do good, and strive to bring about speedily that 
glorious, promised era, of "peace on earth and good will 
to men." Then, when our course on earth is finished, 
and we are called to ascend the skies in glory, we may 
chant the anthem of triumph, " O, death, where is 
thy sting? O, grave, where is thy victory?" And as 
we enter the paradise of rest, we shall be inspired to 
sing with a ransomed universe, " Glory to God in the 
highest ! " Even so. Lord Jesus, let it be. Amen. j^ 
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ERRATA. 

On p. 35, the words, ^* of persons" shonld be dropped, as tliey arcf 
saperfluoQB, and obscure the sense ; and the sentence in which thej 
stand, should read as follows : *' The resurrection of yers. !ii8, '^^9, of th^ 
same class, namely, of those who ' have done eyil,* is to a state of dam- 
nation." Bj the words, " the same class," I intended reference, not to 
identity of persons, but of character, as the qualifying expression, " of 
those who have done evil" clearly shows. 

On p. 57, the following : ^* This is undoubtedly the strongest passage 
in the New Testament in fayor of the literal resurrection," is wrongly 
marked as a quotation from Bush. I did not intend here to quote from 
him verbatim^ but substantially. The verbatim quotation, on which 1 
relied, is just above. 

On p. 47, read as follows : " I find, upon a diligent examination, that 
the original term which is used in our text, namely, mnenieion,* occurs 
in the New Testament [forty] times ; [thirty-nine] times besides the 
one in dur text ; and in every instance of the [thirtt/'nine'] it must mean 
the literal abode of dead bodies. Also, on p. 46 : ** Thus we see that 
John uses the original term, mnemeion, [sixteen] times ; and in [fifteen] 
of them it must mean the literal abode of dead bodies." Does it mean 
something else in the sixteenth instance ? 

I am obliged to Mr. Cook for the suggestion, that in writing the word 
mnemeiois, in my manuscript, I fell into the error of substituting the 
Greek character for e short, instead of that which indicates e long, which 
should have been used. 

A. LATHAM. 

* The ground fonn, the nominative singular, is here given. 



In the above " Errata," Mr. Lratham would have done better had he 
'< dropped " the whole argument, as ** superfluous and obscure." It 
would take him a long time to patch up his poor, obscure, contradictory 
arguments. He has certainly made it worse, as now he has a ** class " 
of something with character, but no persons. Again } the fact is, in 
regard to Bush, he perverted his meaning in his first and last quotation, 
which you will see by turning to p. 57. We named the fact, and he 
now wishes to avoid the consequences. He says above, that he quoted 
him 't substantially." But he did not, as we have conclusively shown, 
p. 108-9. He acknowledges that he spelled the Chreek word wrong! 
Critics should be careful. 

On p. 18, 15 lines from the bottom, read. Ver. 1, **And at that time . . 
the time specified in ver. 7, instead of ver. 1. 

On p. 96, 3d line from top, read, ** Whether it is spelled mncmeia, or 
mnemeiois," the word *' spelled " being accidentally omitted, though in 
the MS. Also, p. 109, 4th line from the bottom, in the quotation from 
Prof. Bush, the word *' literal " should b3 omitted, as it is not used by 
the author. It was slightly cross«id in the MS., and overlooked in read- 
ing the proof. The error occurred by following Mr. Latham. 

P. S. — The foregoing Discourses, in the first place, were contracted, 
by Mr. Latham and myself, to be published together at our mutual ex' 
pense. As my last sermon naturally made a few more pages than his, 
he refused to bear an eqiud burden with me in their publication, but 
wanted one half of the edition. As he was uneasy, and perhaps felt 
more unpleasant about the matter than the number of pages, 1 proposed 
to take the edition and pay the whole expense of publication myself. 
He agreed to it ', hence the entire work falls to me. J. M. C. 
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